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The potential for community design in the Triangle. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N  
Community design defined. 
 6 
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“. . . As a profession, you are not a profession that has distinguished itself by your 
social and civic contributions to the cause of civil rights, and I am sure this has not 
come to you as any shock. You are most distinguished by your thunderous silence 
and your complete irrelevance.  Now, you have a nice, normal escape hatch in 
your historical ethical code or something that says after all, you are the designers 
and not the builders; your role is to give people what they want.”1 
Civil rights leader Whitney M. Young Jr.’s address to the 1968 National Convention of the American 
Institute of Architects is widely cited as the impetus for the community design movement. Mr. Young was 
blunt in his criticism of the architecture profession – he cited it as irrelevant due to its indifference to the 
most important social issues of the time.  
 
In response to this call to action, the community design movement began to take root. 
Building on early initiatives such as the Architects Renewal Committee of Harlem as well as ideas of 
advocacy planning, community design drew in not only architects but also planners and others interested 
in more participatory, democratic design processes.  
 
One of the founders of the community design movement, Henry Sanoff, states: “Community design is an 
umbrella term that also embraces community planning, community architecture, social architecture, 
community development, and community participation. Community design, as a movement, emerged 
from the growing realization that the mismanagement of the physical environment is a major factor 
contributing to the social and economic ills of the world and that there are better ways of going about 
designing and planning.”2   
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Today, the Association for Community Design provides the following definitions of its work: 
 
Community design is a movement focused on the creation and management of environments for 
people. This process promotes change to the built environment from the neighborhood to regional scale, 
and aims to meet community needs through participatory decision-making at all levels. 
 
Community design centers are dedicated to the provision of planning, design and development 
services in low- and moderate-income communities. These centers have proven to be a unique vehicle 
through which a crucial array of services in [the] community development marketplace has been made 
available. 
 
 
The ACD website documents approximately 60 community design centers nationwide; the Community 
Design Directory published by the Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture in October 2014 lists 
almost 200. This discrepancy highlights the ongoing evolution of community design; as the field has 
become more expansive, many organizations engage in community design work without labeling it as 
such. The ASCA attempts to capture this, describing as its focus both “organizations whose project types, 
expertise, and/or training are based in architecture; and whose work engages communities outside the 
profession of architecture in order to advance the public good.” 
 
 
Accordingly, the language describing what has traditionally been known as community design work has 
also begun to evolve; today the term public interest design emphasizes the fact that design for the 
public good is an emerging field of professional practice3 while social impact design broadly 
references collaborative, interdisciplinary models, especially those focused on serving disadvantaged 
communities.4  
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This definition of public interest design, by the authors of the 2013 report “Wisdom From the Field: Public 
Interest Architecture in Practice,” points out that these broader interpretations of community design are 
perhaps in response to the systemic, “wicked” problems facing communities today. In the decades since 
the community design movement began, poverty has proven to be entrenched in many areas, income 
disparities have skyrocketed, and insidious racial components of inequality persist.  
 
The scope and magnitude of these problems point to the pressing need for 
comprehensive design solutions.  
“Public interest design is the transformation of architectural practice to 
work that serves people who cannot afford these services while also 
addressing the systemic problems in the built environment that create 
these needs in the first place.”5 
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“ . . . we believe that the most potent weapon against global poverty is design.”6 
 
IDEO.org, founded in 2011 as an offshoot of the design firm IDEO, makes this bold claim, backing it up with services that 
encompass a range of disciplines and impact communities around the world. Instead of solely focusing on physical artifacts, 
IDEO.org often designs systems, working to improve access to essentials such as healthcare, education, and food. Recent 
projects range from developing a holistic healthcare model for patients across the United States to designing low-cost row 
planters for farmers in Ethiopia.  
 
 
While IDEO.org embraces a broad definition of community design, each project is grounded in the belief that design 
thinking is a critical part of solving today’s most pressing problems. And at the core of the organization’s work, the heart of 
the community design movement remains: collaboration between designers and the communities they serve.  
 
 “Human centered design is the core of our approach at IDEO.org, a process that creates a deep empathy 
between the designer and the end user. Once we’ve truly heard and understood the people we’re serving, 
we then set to work making sense of our learnings and prototyping new and impactful solutions. Human-
centered design is a generative, iterative process, a dynamic approach to understanding needs and 
figuring out how to satisfy them. We learn so that we may design; we design so that we may learn. 
 
When designing for a challenge as difficult as eradicating poverty, it all comes down to the end user. What 
are our stakeholders’ needs, their hopes, their aspirations, their fears? How can we be sure that our work 
has made a difference in their lives if we’re not talking directly to them and incorporating their critical 
feedback? We’re certain that by learning from, and designing alongside the people we want to help – the 
billions living in poverty – we can make real change.”6 
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The work of the Rural Studio is another example of the possibility of community design. Founded in 1993 and located in the 
Black Belt region of west Alabama, the Rural Studio is part of Auburn University’s School of Architecture, Planning and 
Landscape Architecture. As part of its mission to both respond to local needs and to question what an architectural 
education should be, the Rural Studio has designed and built more than 150 community-oriented projects – ranging from 
houses to parks to town halls - and has educated more than 700 “citizen architects.” In December 2014 the AIA Board of 
Directors awarded the Rural Studio the 2015 Whitney M. Young Jr. Award, citing its work to answer the important question:  
 
“How can architecture make a difference in the l ives of  people who need it  most?” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 2005, the Rural Studio began the 20K House project. Over the past decade, students have worked to design and build 
prototypes of small houses that can be constructed for a total of $20,000, inclusive of both building materials and labor by a 
local contractor. These 20K houses have the potential to address the need for affordable housing that exists not only in rural 
west Alabama but also across the southeast. Priced at a level that is affordable to someone living on a fixed Social Security 
income, these houses offer an alternative to the all-too-prevalent mobile home, as well as a route to homeownership for 
those unable to qualify for traditional credit and a means of employment for those working in the local construction industry. 
To date sixteen versions of the 20K House have been built - with a seventeenth iteration currently underway – and the Rural 
Studio is working with Landon Bone Baker Architects to ensure prototypes are compliant with both building codes and FHA 
standards as they evolve from a Rural Studio project to a nationwide product line. 
 
As a mission-driven, educational initiative, the Rural Studio has been able to commit almost a decade of  
rigorous analysis to the careful development of the 20K House. This work illustrates the important potential of  
community design to explore ideas and provide services that the private market is unable to support. 
  
 
Images: 20K House Iterations, Rural Studio. 
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The intent of this research is to extend this conversation to our community - 
to begin to explore the potential for community design in the Triangle. 
 
The following pages not only investigate the context of the community design movement;  
they also present a strategy for realizing the impact of these efforts locally. 
 
S E C T I O N O N E :  C O N T E X T  
The first section explores the past, present, and future of the community design movement at both the 
national and local level. The goal of this section is to provide a strong basis and understanding from 
which to move forward; it is organized by three specific questions: 
  
Where have we been? 
Where are we now? 
Where are we going? 
 
 
S E C T I O N T W O :  I M P A C T  
The second section builds upon the first, applying the lessons and potential of the community design 
movement to the specific conditions of the Triangle. It is again framed by three questions, exploring 
the definition, opportunities, and actions that inform implementation at a local level: 
 
How is community design practiced locally? 
What value could a community design center add? 
How do we move forward? 
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R E S E A R C H  M E T H O DO L O GY  
The following research is informed by both the existing literature on community design and interviews with 
community design practitioners. Additionally, meetings with potential stakeholders and surveys sent to 
potential collaborators and clients have informed recommendations regarding opportunities for a local 
community design center. 
 
 
Interviews with Henry Sanoff and Bryan Bell, both influential community design practitioners and Triangle residents, provided 
important insight into the context of the community design movement. Additional discussions with potential stakeholders 
also informed an analysis of the potential for local community design work. A full list of these interviews and discussions is 
included in Appendix A: Sources. 
 
In addition to these in-person interviews and discussions, online surveys were distributed to potential community design 
center collaborators and clients. Surveys were sent to 36 potential collaborators and 24 potential clients, representing a 
range of universities, local governments, nonprofits, and businesses. Responses were received from 24 collaborators and 15 
clients, representing response rates around 67% and 63%, respectively. While the line between collaborator and client is 
somewhat subjective, organizations identified as potential collaborators were asked a series of questions to determine how a 
community design center could support their work. Potential clients were asked questions to determine what design services 
are most needed and how access to these services could be improved. A full list of those surveyed, as well as specific survey 
questions, is included in Appendix B: Targeted Surveys. 
 
Finally, case studies illustrating models of practice and potential impacts of community design centers are included 
throughout. In-depth information about the Asheville Design Center and the University of Arkansas Community Design 
Center was gathered from phone interviews with Chris Joyell and Linda Komlos, respectively. A full list of the case studies 
included in this research is provided in Appendix C: Case Studies. 
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The community design movement ultimately asserts that design is not tangential to pressing social issues 
but is instead an integral part of their solution. This perspective on the transformative potential of design is 
perhaps even more relevant today than when this movement first began. 
 
The following work stems from two strongly held convictions: 
the first: that design matters, and 
the second: that collaborative,  integrated design thinking has the potential to enact posit ive 
change throughout the Triangle region. 
“We are culpable for our future, and 
that future can be guided through design.”7 
                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                      William T. Willoughby 
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C O N T E X T  
The past, present & future of community design. 
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The first self-proclaimed 
community design center, 
Architects Renewal 
Committee in Harlem, is 
founded. 
P a s t :  Where  have  we  been?  
Civil rights activist Whitney M. 
Young Jr. addresses the National 
Convention of the AIA. 
 
The Neighborhood Design 
Center (NDC) is founded  
in Baltimore.  
 
Pittsburgh Architects Workshop 
(now known as The Design 
Center) is founded. 
 
1964 1963 
The Community 
Development Group 
(CDG) is founded in Raleigh. 
1969 
East  Tennessee 
Community Design 
Center is founded in 
Knoxville. 
1968 1971 
Pratt Center  for 
Community 
Development is founded 
in Brooklyn. 
In the 1960s, inspired by the concept of advocacy planning and fueled what has been described  
as “a crisis of confidence in professional knowledge and competence [by] itself,”8 many  
design professionals rejected traditional practice in order to fight against urban renewal,  
advocate for the rights of the poor, and develop methods of citizen participation. 
These efforts culminated in the first community design centers. 
 
T H E  I D E A L I S T I C  P H A S E :  Volunteer professionals work with grassroots organizations, first to protest development 
projects triggered by urban renewal, then to provide technical assistance for community projects such as health clinics and 
parks. To accomplish this work, community design centers were often organized by universities and funded by government 
programs. 
The Association of 
Collegiate Schools of 
Architecture (ACSA) 
publishes a directory 
listing 60 community 
design centers. 
Planners for Equal 
Opportunity is founded, 
with the goal of 
legitimizing social activism 
within the profession. 
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Community Design Center 
Directors’ Association (now known 
as the Association for Community 
Design) is formed. 
1978 1973 
A survey by the Community Design 
Center Directors’ Association  (CDC/DA) 
documents just 16 community design 
centers in existence. 
1987 1981 
Architects/Designers/Planners 
for Social Responsibility 
(ADPSR) is formed. 
However, many of the plans produced during this early phase were never implemented.  
This powerlessness, described as “planning without control of land and resources,”8  
as well as an increasingly conservative political climate and funding reductions, 
resulted in a shift from this early idealism to a more pragmatic approach.  
This transit ion has been characterized as a shift from political to economic empowerment. 
 
T H E  E N T R E P R E N E U R I A L  P H A S E :  Community design work becomes “less academic and more oriented 
toward local activism and social services,”8 embodied by a focus on specific physical and social problems and a shift toward 
becoming more involved in actual construction work. Community groups become more organized and transition into the role 
of paying clients, allowing community design centers to largely begin to function as small businesses. 
Asian Neighborhood 
Design (AND) is founded 
in San Francisco. 
 
Sources: Comerio (1984), Curry (2000), Schuman (2006), Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt (2013). 
Indicates case studies included in this research.  
 
  
The shift from idealism to entrepreneurship was difficult.  
A 1987 survey by the CDC/DA found only 16 community design centers in existence –  
a sharp decline from the  60 documented by the ACSA just sixteen years prior.  
 
Four of these surviving centers are profiled on the following pages.  
Each one was founded during the early stages of the movement and is still in operation today.  
The continued existence of these centers offers insight into the keys to longevity; 
while each is unique, over 45+ years in existence they have all been able to  
adapt to change, focus efforts, and diversify funding. 
 
 
Pratt Center for 
Community Development 
Brooklyn NY: est. 1963 
 
 
The Design Center 
Pittsburgh PA: est. 1968 
 
 
The Neighborhood  
Design Center 
Baltimore MD: est. 1968 
 
 
East Tennessee  
Community Design Center 
Knoxville TN: est. 1969 
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1
A d a p t  t o  c h a n g e .   
 
Throughout the past five decades, as times have changed, each of these four centers has shown the ability to adapt. Not 
only have they adapted to different funding sources and ways of doing business, but – most importantly – they have adapted 
in order to address each decade’s pressing issues.  
 
The Pratt Center for Community Development frames the need for its work as firmly grounded in the issues of today:  
“New York City’s low – and moderate-income communities have been disparately impacted by large-scale problems 
including climate change, unemployment and underemployment, an aging and outdated infrastructure, rising energy costs, 
the shift to a low-wage service economy, and the diminution of public services.”9  
 
By working to address these critical concerns, the Center embodies the fact that continued relevance is a key 
component of continued success. Following are two examples of this crucial ability to adapt to change. 
 
 
Pratt Center for Community Development was founded by graduate planning students and faculty who partnered with 
community organizations in hopes of addressing urban poverty by empowering residents to participate in planning processes. In the 
1980s the Center altered its practice to provide technical assistance to Community Development Corporations as well as local 
government agencies. In the 1990s the Center again shifted its focus, becoming involved in environmental justice and founding the 
New York Industrial Retention Network (NYIRN), an organization focused on retaining and growing manufacturing jobs throughout New 
York City. In 2011, the Center merged with NYIRN, and sustainable manufacturing growth strategies are now part of the Pratt Center for 
Community Development’s core mission.  
 
The Design Center, originally known as the Pittsburgh Architects Workshop, was founded by local architects to provide pro bono 
services to community organizations, individuals, and businesses that could not afford to pay for professional services. In 1987 both the 
organization’s name and operational model changed – it became the Community Design Center of Pittsburgh and focused its efforts on 
providing grants, technical assistance, and education in order to improve access to professional design and planning services. The 
organization changed its name again in 2011, becoming The Design Center and adding the Design Allies program, an education and 
advocacy initiative intended to enhance the design literacy and public engagement of the Pittsburgh region. 
2
 
 
 
Sources: Pratt Center for Community Development website (prattcenter.net), The Design Center website (designcenterpgh.org). 
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F o c u s  e f f o r t s .  
 
Each of the four centers profiled began with the broad goal of enacting change by providing access to design services. 
These services typically addressed a wide range of projects, varying with each community organization the center served. 
 
However, as the years passed, these successful centers began to focus their efforts into distinct service areas. In many cases 
this meant a shift from providing design services to facil itating access to services, either by connecting organizations 
with volunteer designers or providing them with the funding necessary to engage in a professional services contract. 
 
This willingness to focus efforts and evolve services can be seen as another element of adaptation; it allows design centers to 
more effectively leverage limited resources. By distilling their core competencies of community engagement and technical 
assistance into tailored, carefully designed programs, these successful centers are able to maximize their impact. Following 
are two examples of this important ability to focus efforts. 
 
 
The Design Center accomplishes its mission through three core programs: Design Allies focuses on education and advocacy, Design 
Fund offers grants to enable organizations to purchase design services, and Design Consults provides design assistance to homeowners 
and small businesses. Both the Design Fund and Design Consults increase access to design services; however they differ in key ways 
from the pro bono services the organization offered in its early years. The Design Fund provides organizations with grant funding to hire 
professional consultants, with the Center providing additional assistance during the hiring process and throughout the project’s 
implementation. The Design Consults program similarly connects homeowners and small businesses with volunteer professionals who 
provide initial design advice; in many cases this initial consultation leads to a contract between the owner and designer for professional 
services. 
 
The Neighborhood Design Center has evolved from its early days of providing planning and design services on a range of projects 
to efforts that are now much more tightly focused. Three of the Center’s programs – Right Tree Right Place, Stormwater Retrofit & 
Beautification, and Clean Up Green Up – are focused on specific interventions to improve the landscape through design efforts and 
community engagement. The Center’s fourth program – Community Design Works – provides pro bono design services; however, this 
conceptual design assistance is provided by volunteer professionals. The organization partners these professionals with community-
initiated projects, serving to facilitate access to design services. 
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D i v e r s i f y  f u n d i n g .  
 
Finally – and perhaps most importantly – each of these long-standing centers has shown the ability to build a broad base of 
financial support. While many of the centers founded in the early years of the community design movement were able to 
take advantage of federal funding, the changing political climate of the1980s greatly decreased this source of capital. The 
centers that survived this initial funding shift showed flexibility in adapting their business model, and those that are still 
operational today appear to have continued to diversify, building on a strong base of support from the local community. 
 
While government grants are still an important component of funding, the long-standing centers profiled balance this 
revenue with program service income and contributions from a range of sources. Identifying stakeholders and building 
support for specific projects is an important element of this diversification; for example, the Pratt Center for Community 
Development’s Retrofit Standardization Initiative is sponsored by eight funders with interest in energy efficiency issues. 
These centers have also become adept at maximizing local resources, not only eliciting contributions from local businesses, 
foundations, community leaders, and private citizens but also leveraging volunteer services in order to increase their impact. 
 
The Neighborhood Design Center reported total revenue of approximately $790,000 in 2012; while $460,000 was from 
contributions and grants, program services generated income of more than $293,000. (The balance was reported as other revenue). Of 
the total income from contributions and grants, the majority came from contributions (56%), government grants accounted for another 
significant percentage (38%), and the remaining revenue was generated through fundraising events. This diversification highlights the 
fact that the organization is not overly reliant on any one funding stream, and the donors listed on the center’s website indicate a wide 
range of support from within the local community. The NDC also tracks the monetary value of donated services; professional services 
provided by volunteers represented a value of $220,000 in 2012, exceeding government grant funding by almost $45,000 and 
representing the organization’s ability to leverage a significant local resource. 
 
East Tennessee Community Design Center has a significantly lower operating budget than the NDC; however, it is similarly 
diversified. In 2012, the organization reported total revenue of approximately $360,000, with $206,000 attributed to contributions and 
grants, $104,000 generated by program service revenue, and the balance coming from investment income and other revenue. The 
center’s contributions and grants income is almost evenly split between government grants and other contributions, which account for 
42% and 41% of this revenue, respectively. (The remaining 17% is attributed to fundraising events.) Interestingly, program service 
revenue is also diversified, with 59% attributed to client fees, 26% to non-profit admin services, and the remaining 15% to tuition. 
 
Sources: The Design Center website (designcenterpgh.org), The Neighborhood Design Center (ndc-md.org),  
2012 IRS Form 990, accessed from GuideStar.org. 
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Pratt Center for Community Development  
Pratt Institute, Brooklyn NY 
 
FOUNDED: 1963 
 
MISSION: To work for a more sustainable and equitable New York City in partnership with community-based organizations, 
small businesses and policymakers. This work is grounded in four core values: equity, sustainability, local knowledge, and 
diverse economy. 
 
SERVICES:  Urban planning, research, policy advocacy, and small business assistance, focused on four issue areas: 
Sustainable Community Development, Transportation Equity, Urban Manufacturing, and Energy Effic iency. 
 
STRUCTURE: University program. 
The Center is a department within Pratt Institute, with close ties to the Programs for Sustainable Planning and Development as well as 
the Schools of Architecture, Art and Design, and Information and Library Science. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Adam Friedman and Deputy Director Vicki Weiner. 
Mr. Friedman has been executive director since 2009; he has expertise in manufacturing, sustainable development, economic 
development, and urban planning. Ms. Weiner joined the Center in 2004 and was promoted to deputy director in 2011; she has 
extensive professional experience in community preservation and planning. 
 
STAFF: 17 employees; Pratt Institute students and faculty. 
Employees include an office manager, directors of development & policy, senior fellows for economic development & planning, project 
managers, outreach coordinators, and planners. Students are involved through Fellowship programs, internships, studio projects, and 
student worker programs. 
 
FUNDING: Includes a wide range funder partners as well as individual donations. 
Funder partners include Citi Foundation, Enterprise, Ford Foundation, National Endowment for the Arts, and Rockefeller Foundation. 
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prattcenter.net              
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Sustainable Community Development: Sandy Design Help Desk. 
Partners: Architecture for Humanity, AIA NY Chapter, Margert Community Corporation, Enterprise Community Partners 
Funders: The Kresge Foundation, The NY State Council on the Arts, The NY Community Trust 
For one week in October 2013, volunteer architects and designers provided free expert design and technical consultation to residents 
and property owners recovering from Hurricane Sandy. This effort to connect the expertise of architects and planners with the City’s 
rebuilding programs in a local, accessible space was an important first step toward the Center’s ultimate goal of fostering 
comprehensive, inclusive, and accessible approaches to resiliency planning and rebuilding. 
 
 
Transportation Equity:  Transportation Equity Atlas Project. 
This project maps the commuting patterns of approximately 289,000 residents of 13 predominantly low and moderate income 
communities in Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and the Bronx and the patterns of workers arriving at major job centers in the 
Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens. Researchers found great disparities in access to transit between higher-income, professional 
workers and low-wage manual and service workers; this project highlights the need for innovative measures to improve transit access in 
both underserved employment and residential centers. 
 
 
Energy Effic iency: Retrofit Standardization Initiative. 
Partners: The NY State Energy Research & Development Authority, energy efficiency companies, local community-based organizations 
Funders: The Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Citi Community Development, Mizuho US Foundation, The NY Community Trust, The David 
Rockefeller Fund, The NY City Council, State Farm, The NY State Pollution Prevention Institute 
This initiative focuses on developing a standard package of energy efficiency measures that can be implemented in two-family, gas-
heated brick homes, which account for a large number of the energy inefficient residences in NYC’s low and moderate income 
communities. A standard retrofit package has the potential to minimize the cost, time, and complications of retrofits by streamlining the 
energy audit process, and this standardization promises to be broadly applicable to many urban communities. 
 
 
 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 1  
 
Source: The Pratt Center for Community Development website (prattcenter.net). 
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The Design Center 
Pittsburgh PA 
 
FOUNDED: 1968 (incorporated 1975) 
 
MISSION: Dedicated to design, urban planning, and public policy resulting in more livable, equitable, and sustainable 
communities in the Pittsburgh region.  
 
SERVICES:  Provided through three core programs. Design Allies focuses on education and advocacy, with the goal of 
enhancing design literacy and public engagement; Design Fund offers grants and technical assistance to help 
organizations purchase and effectively use professional architectural and planning services; Design Consults provides 
educational materials, renovation resources, and affordable consultations to homeowners and small business owners. 
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: CEO Chris Koch, COO Jennifer Fox, and nine-member Board of Directors. 
Ms. Koch has been CEO since 2012; she has expertise on urban blight reduction strategies and social entrepreneurship. Ms. Fox has  
been with The Design Center since 2000 and has experience in administration and finance. The Board of Directors includes an architect, 
developer, communications/marketing consultant, attorney, and planner. 
 
STAFF: 4 employees. 
Employees include two programs managers and two program coordinators, one employed through the Pittsburgh Urban Leadership 
Service Experience fellowship program. The Design Center also engages architects, intern architects, interior designers, and landscape 
architects as Design Consults volunteers and also receives assistance from volunteer interns, event volunteers, and office volunteers. 
 
FUNDING: Nine foundation supporters, multiple corporate donors, public support, individual donors, program service fees. 
Public support includes CDBG funding, as well as support from the Urban Redevelopment Authority and the Office of the Mayor. 
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designcenterpgh.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
   Design Allies: Behind the Magic of Urban Alchemy. 
    Partners: CMU School of Architecture, Green Building Alliance, GTECH, Leadership Pittsburgh, URA, Operation Better Block,     
    Pittsburgh Community Reinvestment Group, PopCity, Sustainable Pittsburgh 
On June 10, 2013, Dr. Mindy Fullilove, along with several guest storytellers, presented a psychiatrist’s view on how to fix the American 
city. Dr. Fullilove outlined the nine elements of urban restoration highlighted in her book Urban Alchemy: Restoring the Joy in America’s 
Sorted-Out Cities, each illustrated by stories. The event was held at the Elsie Hillman Auditorium at the Kaufmann Center with more 
than 200 guests in attendance. 
 
 
 Design Fund: Spinning Plates Artists Lofts. 
 The non-profit real estate development group Artists & Cities identified the historic Constantine Pontiac Building, located     
 in the East Liberty neighborhood, as a possible solution to the lack of affordable living and working spaces for low- and 
moderate-income artists. The Design Center awarded the group a $10,000 recoverable grant, and Artists & Cities hired Landmarks 
Design Associates for schematic design services to begin the renovation project. The $4.4 million project was ultimately financed 
through federal low-income housing tax credits and now houses 37 rental units. 
 
 
Design Consults: Malakoff House. 
Carole and Bob Malakoff contacted the Design Consults program for assistance in adding a wheelchair ramp to the rear 
of their 138-year old Allegheny West home. Architect Tom Demangone met with the couple to discuss the best way to 
position the ramp and undertake some additional exterior improvements. Following the initial consultation, the Malakoffs hired Mr. 
Demangone to create architectural drawings and a model, and the completed project includes a small addition, an expanded porch, 
and an accessible ramp connecting the porch and the patio. 
 
 
 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 2  
 
Source: The Design Center website (designcenterpgh.org). 
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The Neighborhood Design Center 
Baltimore & Prince George’s County MD 
 
FOUNDED: 1968 (Prince George’s County 1993) 
 
MISSION: To improve neighborhood livability, viability, and sustainability by providing pro-bono design and planning 
services in support of community-sponsored initiatives.  
 
SERVICES:  Conceptual building and site plans, preliminary feasibility studies and cost estimates, neighborhood master 
plans, and community development guidance. Programs include: Right Tree Right Place, Community Design Works, 
Stormwater Pond Retrofit & Beautif ication, and Clean Up Green Up.  
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Jennifer Goold, seventeen-member Board of Directors, and an Advisory Committee. 
Ms. Goold has been executive director since 2012; she has expertise in cultural resources management, historic preservation, 
development, and planning. The Board of Directors includes professionals from design and development firms as well as other local 
institutions and corporations, and the Advisory Committee provides guidance to the NDC’s Prince George’s County office. 
 
STAFF: 8 employees. 
Employees include a deputy director, finance and operations manager, three program managers, a program coordinator, a project 
coordinator, and an AmeriCorps VISTA position. The NDC also has over a hundred volunteers, including architects, planners, landscape 
architects, interior designers, engineers, graphic artists, and development and construction professionals. Volunteer opportunities 
include project volunteers, volunteer internal design reviewers, and office volunteers. 
 
FUNDING: Derived from public funds, foundation grants, individual and corporate donations, events, program service fees. 
2014 sponsors include Baltimore Design School; several planning, architecture, and engineering firms; housing groups; real estate 
companies; and several city council members. The NDC also receives CDBG funding for its Community Design Works program.  
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ndc-md.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Right Tree Right Place: The Bradford Pear Replacement Program. 
Partners: Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation, several contractors and homeowners/civic associations 
The Bradford Pear was once the Prince George’s County tree; however, it has ultimately proven to be an economic liability to the 
County government, local utility companies, and homeowners. This program is focused on removing and replacing the County’s 
Bradford Pear trees, and the Neighborhood Design Center has been engaged to provide community outreach in order to ensure the 
process goes smoothly. This homeowner outreach has proven vital to the program’s success; to date 36 subdivisions have had trees 
removed and replaced. 
 
 
Community Design Works 
This program pairs volunteer professionals with community-initiated projects ranging from community gardens to neighborhood master 
plans. Applications for design assistance are accepted on a rolling basis, with administrative fees ranging from $250 to $1,500 assessed 
on a sliding scale based on the project’s size and the organization’s ability to pay. Pro bono services are focused on conceptual design 
assistance through a participatory design process. Projects that have received this conceptual design assistance are seen as better 
positioned to secure funding and partnership opportunities, and organizations are expected to contract separately with professional 
design firms for construction documents. 
 
 
Clean Up Green Up 
Partners: Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation 
Through this one-day, countywide event, the Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation provides free 
plant material for community groups to plant in public spaces. The Neighborhood Design Center provides landscape plans for these 
community plantings; these plans are developed by staff, student interns, and volunteers and are informed by both public meetings and 
site visits. In addition to preparing both plans and image boards, the Neighborhood Design Center also provides planting maintenance 
and technical training to help the organizations involved coordinate and guide volunteers. 
 
 
 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 3  
Source: The Neighborhood Design Center website (ndc-md.org). 
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East Tennessee Community Design Center 
Knoxville TN 
 
FOUNDED: 1969 (incorporated 1970) 
 
MISSION: To bring professional design and planning services to non-profit groups and agencies that lack the resources to 
obtain these services through the private sector. 
 
SERVICES:  Awards grants of pro bono architectural and planning services to qualified non-profit groups. Project categories 
include: Community Facilit ies, Long-Range Visioning & Planning, Landscaping, Parks & Playgrounds, and 
Rehabi litation & Reuse. 
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Wayne Blasius and nineteen-member Board of Directors. 
Mr. Blasius has been executive director since 2014; he has expertise in planning, community development, and construction as well as 
real-estate development and management. He is also the former Deputy Community Development Director for the City of Knoxville. 
 
STAFF: 2 full-time and 3 part-time employees. 
Full-time employees include an administrator and intern architect; part time staff includes a studio design director, DesignWorks 
program coordinator, and administrative assistant. Pro bono services are provided by professional volunteers, including architects, 
landscape designers, landscape architects, land use planners, developers, and contractors. The Community Design Center also engages 
volunteer meeting facilitators and attorneys. 
 
FUNDING: Competitive grants, donations from corporate and individual donors, program service fees. 
Sustaining members include several architecture firms, a local foundation, and a downtown real estate development company. Funding 
partners through a competitive grant process include the City of Knoxville CDBG, United Way of Knoxville DesignWorks Program, Knox 
County, and the Tennessee Arts Commission General Operating Support. 
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communitydc.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Community Facilit ies: Therapeutic Health Activities Community Center. 
Scott Appalachian Industries, a non-profit providing rehabilitation and other services to physically and mentally disabled men, women 
and children, requested assistance from the East Tennessee Community Design Center to prepare plans to expand their facilities. Along 
with architect and volunteer David Collins, the CDC’s design team produced conceptual designs for a consolidated single campus as 
well as a new Therapeutic Health Activities Community Center. In addition to carefully integrating sustainable design criteria, the project 
was also designed to allow for phased construction in order to address the organization’s expanding needs and tight budget. 
 
 
Master Planning: Historic Dandridge Streetscape. 
Dandridge Community Trust, the Main Street Program of the town of Dandridge TN, requested the East Tennessee Community Design 
Center’s assistance in studying its historic downtown. With assistance from planner Barbara Pearman and landscape architect Ben 
Pethel, both CDC volunteers, the design team conducted several public input meetings and then developed a new streetscape plan. 
This plan is intended to make the town of approximately 2,300 residents more pedestrian friendly and environmentally conscious, while 
both enhancing and maintaining the authentic historic character of its downtown. 
 
 
Landscaping, Parks & Planning: Urban Wilderness & Historic Corridor. 
Legacy Parks Foundation is a nonprofit devoted to ensuring recreational opportunities, natural beauty, and open spaces are enjoyed by 
East Tennessee visitors and residents for generations to come. In 2009 the foundation requested the East Tennessee Community Design 
Center’s assistance in identifying existing green spaces in South Knoxville and developing connections between these amenities. Along 
with landscape architect and volunteer Sean Vasington, the CDC mapped 1,000 acres of greenways, trails, parks, civil war forts, and 
other public amenities and then proposed future connections between these areas. This plan is intended to serve as a guide for future 
development occurring south of the Tennessee River, with the intention of ensuring that public green spaces are given priority. 
 
 
 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 4  
Source: East Tennessee Community Design Center website (communitydc.org). 
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P a s t :  Where  have  we  been?  
The years leading up to the community design movement were marked  
by new ideas in both the planning and architecture professions.  
In many ways, the Triangle was at the leading edge of these innovations.  
 
R E S E A R C H  T R I A N G L E  P A R K  
Research Triangle Park was developed in the late 1950s, with 
the goal of attracting modern industries to North Carolina. 
The state’s economy had historically relied on the tobacco, 
furniture, and textile trades, and the declining number of 
jobs in these sectors led to discussions on innovative ways to 
attract new businesses to the state. Research Triangle Park 
was conceived as a public service entity, increasing economic 
opportunity for the state by building on the Triangle’s three 
research universities: the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina State University, and Duke 
University. 
 
The nonprofit Research Triangle Foundation of North 
Carolina was formed in 1958, and in 1974 the Triangle 
University Center for Advance Studies, Inc. was founded to 
foster an environment of collaboration among university 
students and faculty and RTP scientists and engineers. Today 
Research Triangle Park is home to more than 170 companies, 
employs more than 39,000 full time researchers, and is 
described as “an ongoing model of science and technology 
innovation and creation for decades.”10 
Image: Rendering of J.S. Dorton Arena,  
North Carolina Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services.   
M O D E R N I S T  A R C H I T E C T U R E  
North Carolina State University’s School of Design (now known 
as the College of Design) was founded in 1948. Under the 
leadership of Dean Henry Kamphoefner, it soon gained 
international renown, attracting a wide range of forward thinking, 
modernist architects who both taught at the school and 
practiced locally.  
 
The work of these architects was both innovative and impactful; 
while buildings such as the J.S. Dorton Arena quickly gained 
international acclaim, the School of Design’s lasting contribution 
to the Triangle’s educational and residential architecture 
embodied the popular ideal of public service by the state’s 
universities and cemented the school’s role as an “activist 
architecture school.”11  
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P L A N N I N G  +  S O C I A L  S C I E N C E  
In 1946, two years prior to the founding of the North 
Carolina State University School of Design, architect John A. 
Parker founded the Department of City & Regional Planning 
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. In many 
ways the department was a new idea; it was one of the first 
ten planning programs in the country and the first with a 
basis in social sciences rather than architecture or landscape 
architecture.  
 
The founding of a planning department was firmly rooted in 
the University’s mission to serve the people of the state of 
North Carolina. Planning was defined as “the union of 
modern social science with design and engineering,”12 and 
outreach efforts such as preparing research and plans for 
towns and cities in North Carolina were integrated into 
students’ coursework, an important service in a time when 
there were few city planning departments. Jim Webb, one of 
the department’s founders as well as one of the designers 
involved in developing the initial site plan for Research 
Triangle Park, taught these courses for almost thirty years, 
with the goal of enabling students to “learn by doing.”12 
Sources: Cirillo (2013), Black (1994), Kaiser and Rosenberg (2013).     
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Accordingly, the Triangle was also at the leading edge of the community design movement. 
 
One of the longest tenured community design centers, The Community Development Group, was founded at NC State 
University in 1969. Throughout its 35 years of existence, the CDG completed more than 200 projects across the state, 
garnering multiple Progressive Architecture design awards, the Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture program 
award, and the Fannie Mae Foundation community design program award. 
 
The program’s founder and leader, Henry Sanoff, joined the School of Design faculty in 1966. His interest in community design began 
during his architectural education at Pratt Institute and continued as an Assistant Professor at the University of California, Berkeley. 
However, finding the faculty at Berkeley unsupportive of his efforts to incorporate community design into the architecture school 
curriculum, Mr. Sanoff made the move to North Carolina. He cited progressive governor Terry Sanford, the ongoing civil rights efforts in 
Greensboro, and an innovative City & Regional Planning department at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill as factors 
contributing to the favorable climate for community design that he felt existed in the state.    
 
Approximately a year after Mr. Sanoff arrived at NC State University, the Chancellor convened a meeting to discuss the area’s urban 
issues; in particular, the mayor of Zebulon had approached the University to request assistance. Mr. Sanoff attended on behalf of the 
School of Design and offered to take on the project. Working from offices provided by the town, Mr. Sanoff brought on professor of 
landscape architecture Randy Hester and engaged a team of students through a studio course called “Model Cities Workshop.” These 
students worked to develop a comprehensive community development strategy for Zebulon, with the goal that their efforts serve as a 
prototype for other rural communities. Additionally, as part of the social action task force developed during the planning process, a 
drop-in design center was established in downtown Zebulon to assist in developing projects such as a public park and early childhood 
center, while also providing assistance to residents taking on home improvement projects. 
 
The success of these early efforts in Zebulon resulted in project requests from extension workers across the state and the founding of 
The Community Development Group. For the first decade of its existence the CDG produced a newsletter highlighting its work, and the 
publicity of these efforts resulted in an overwhelming number of project requests.  
 
In 1999 the Community Development Group transitioned from a studio course in the Master’s of Architecture program to an element of 
the newly formed Doctor of Philosophy in Design program. In 2003 Mr. Sanoff retired from NC State University; while he remains 
influential in the community design movement, working with PhD students and lecturing and writing extensively, the Community 
Development Group is no longer active. 
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While there are many factors that contributed to the Community Development Group’s long tenure, 
its ultimate closure points to a final key to longevity for community design centers: 
P l a n  f o r  t r a n s i t i o n .  
 
In a 2003 retrospective of the Community Development Group’s work, Gary Coates, Professor of Architecture at Kansas 
State University and CDG alumnus, highlights two keys to the program’s success: 
 
I t  was a genuine educational alternative to traditional studio courses.  Architecture students saw the hands-on work of CDG 
as empowering; the program’s focus on service-oriented learning not only necessitated teamwork but also left students with a deeper 
understanding of concepts they initially learned in the classroom. Instead of focusing on the design of an individual building, working 
with the CDG allowed students to see architecture as a much larger practice; building design was “one means among many rather than 
an end it iself.”13 This strong buy-in by students was an important part of the CDG’s continued success. 
 
I t  had continuous leadership. Henry Sanoff was the charismatic leader of the CDG; not only did he found the program, but he was 
also the sole leader for its entire tenure. While his strong leadership provided the program with continuity and more than three decades 
of work, it also resulted in an irreplaceable void when he left. As Mr. Coates states, “Since the publication of this book coincides with 
Henry Sanoff’s retirement, it is appropriate to ask, ‘Can the CDG survive without him?’”13  
 
An essay published in the 2006 book From the Studio to the Streets: Service-learning in Planning and Architecture reiterates 
this critical transition, pointing out that the CDG was based entirely within the University and completely dependent on 
Henry Sanoff’s leadership. In contrast, the Pratt Center for Community Development was more broadly connected to the 
community; when its long-time leader, Ron Shiffman, stepped down in 2003, the transition to a new leader was smooth. The 
center has since undergone another transition and is now under its third Executive Director, appointed in 2009. 
 
For a long-standing center, changes in leadership are inevitable. The other three centers profiled have also shown the ability 
to weather multiple transitions, perhaps due to employing other staff members and balancing the role of Executive Director 
with a larger Board of Directors. The executive directors of both The Design Center and The Neighborhood Design Center 
were appointed in 2012, and the executive director of the East Tennessee Community Design Center joined the organization 
in 2014. These examples underscore the fact that the abi lity to plan for transition, rather than continuous 
leadership, is the true key to longevity. 
 
 
Sources: Interview with Henry Sanoff (January 15, 2015), Schuman (2006), Sanoff and Toker (2003). 
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The Community Development Group 
NC State University, Raleigh NC 
 
FOUNDED: 1969 
 
MISSION: To improve both the built environment and architectural education. Serving low-income communities and 
organizations unable to afford or lacking access to professional design and planning assistance, architecture students were 
able to engage in experiential learning by working with the community to improve the lives of its residents. 
 
SERVICES: Design and planning assistance to communities across the state of North Carolina, environmental education, 
community workshops, and design research.   
 
STRUCTURE: University program. 
The Community Development Group was a studio offered each semester within the Community Design track of the Master’s of 
Architecture program. In addition to the studio course, which took on three or four projects each semester, the Community Design 
curriculum also included support courses focused on the theory of the community design movement. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Henry Sanoff, Professor of Architecture. 
Mr. Sanoff has expertise in community participation, social architecture, design research, design methodology, and design 
programming. He is also a prolific writer and researcher, concentrating on social housing, children’s environments, community arts, 
aging populations, and community participation.  
 
STAFF: 2 employees; NC State University architecture students. 
 
FUNDING: NC State University, Agricultural Extension Service, grants, program service fees. 
The University paid Mr. Sanoff’s salary, and the Agricultural Extension Service provided funding for two full-time staff members. 
Research projects were typically funded through grants, and the majority of projects provided funding to cover students’ out-of pocket 
expenses. Larger projects and grants provided additional funding for student assistantships. 
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NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
Small Towns: Murfreesboro NC. 
Partners: Murfreesboro Historic Association 
Murfreesboro is a small town rich in historically significant buildings, and in 1976 the CDG was engaged by the Murfreesboro Historic 
Association to develop a growth plan focused on conservation through adaptive reuse. As part of this process, the CDG developed a 
community design workbook, identifying 15 geographic areas with the potential to emphasize the town’s history through continuing 
preservation efforts. For two decades this workbook was the primary resource in the development of historic Murfreesboro, guiding 
projects such as the renovation of the 1922 Murfreesboro High School into auditorium and exhibition space. The success of these efforts 
stimulated interest in work to revitalize downtown, and in 1990 the CDG led community workshops to develop Murfreesboro 2000, a 
plan to improve downtown through projects such as improved streetscapes and pedestrian amenities. 
 
Housing: Edgemont Elderly Housing. 
Partners: The Edgemont Community Center 
In 1979, members of the Edgemont Community Center asked the CDG to facilitate community participation in the development of a 
neighborhood plan. The Edgemont neighborhood is located near the Durham Hosiery Mill and was originally home to the mill’s 
workers; however, the area had deteriorated since the mill closed, and at the time of the CDG’s involvement, it was marked with poor 
housing, unpaved streets, and vacant lots. The development of a new Edgemont neighborhood plan was an integral part of the City of 
Durham’s Community Block Grant program, and through a series of workshops, plans were developed to both renovate the hosiery mill 
into elderly housing and to identify, move, and renovate the area’s vacant houses to create a more cohesive neighborhood.  
 
Small Towns: Selma NC. 
City officials from the town of Selma contacted the CDG in 1982, requesting assistance in facilitating citizen engagement in planning for 
the town’s future. Over a four month period the CDG conducted a participatory design process, first meeting citizens informally, then 
holding an open workshop to identify the town’s most pressing problems. A second workshop focused on design ideas and strategies 
for improving both the town’s identity and its sense of community. This participatory planning process ultimately galvanized leadership, 
business owners, and community members around a vision to restore the town’s historic character and regain its commercial viability. 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Interview with Henry Sanoff (January 15, 2015), Sanoff and Toker (2003). 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 5  
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Over the past two decades, the language describing community design has evolved. 
SOCIAL IMPACT DESIGN 
ACTIVIST DESIGN 
P r e s e n t :  Where  a re  we now?  
1995 1991 2000 1999 2002
Architecture for 
Humanity is founded. 
The University  of 
Arkansas Design Center  
is founded in Fayetteville, AR. 
Design Corps is founded. 
 
The Community Des ign 
Collaborat ive is founded in 
Philadelphia. 
 
Public 
Architecture  
is founded. 
The first annual Structures for 
Inclusion conference is held at 
Princeton University. 
 
The Enterprise Rose 
Architectural Fellowship is 
established, providing 
opportunities for early-career 
architects to work with local 
community development 
organizations. 
 
A survey by the ACSA 
documents 45 university-based 
centers and 26 independent 
design centers in existence. 
PUBLIC INTEREST DESIGN 
DESIGN FOR SOCIAL CHAN GE 
HUMANITARIAN DESIGN 
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2006 2011 2009 2012
 
Sources: Cary (2000), Feldman et al. (2013), Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt (2013).   
Indicates case studies included in this  research. 
 
SEED Network is founded. 
 
buildingcommunity 
WORKSHOP is founded in 
Dallas.  
 
Tulane City Center is 
founded in New Orleans. 
 
Public Architecture starts the 
1% program. 
Design for America is 
founded. 
 
Community Interface 
Committee is started by AIA 
Chicago. 
 
Ashevil le Design 
Center is founded. 
Design for Good is 
launched by the 
American Institute of 
Graphic Arts (AIGA). 
 
The Latrobe Prize is 
awarded to the study 
“Wisdom From the Field: 
Public Interest 
Architecture in Practice,” 
which is released in 2013. 
The Social Impact 
Design Summit is held 
at the Rockefeller 
Foundation’s 
headquarters in NYC, 
with 34 leaders from 
the field in 
attendance. 
 
While many different labels now exist, the two most widely used are  
perhaps public interest design and social  impact design. 
 
Public interest design is widely used in the architecture profession and is described as serving people 
and communities unable to afford architectural and other related design services, “guided by the 
conviction that access to design is not just a privilege – it is a public right.”5  
 
Social impact design more broadly refers to design that is socially, environmentally, and economically 
sustainable. Its wide scope encompasses design disciplines ranging from graphic design to architecture to 
urban design, resulting in little consensus as to a more exact definition. 
 
2005 
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Design for America 
Northwestern University 
designforamerica.com 
Architects/Designers/Planners 
for Social Responsibility  
Berkeley CA | adpsr.org 
 
Public Architecture, 
The 1% Program 
San Francisco CA 
publicarchitecture.org 
These shifts in terminology are indicative of shifts in ideology.  
 
Mirroring the change in how it is branded, the community design field is now  
characterized by both increasing professionalism and a wide range of design efforts; 
this shift is exemplified by the varied landscape of national organizations promoting community design. 
 
 
Association for Community Design 
communitydesign.org 
 
Design for Good, AIGA 
NYC | aiga.org/design-for-good 
 
Designing Activism:  
Projects in Public Architecture 
NYC | designingactivism.com 
 
Institute for Public Architecture 
NYC | instituteforpublicarchitecture.org 
 
Design Corps Public Interest Design Institute 
          Raleigh NC | publicinterestdesign.com 
 
PUBLIC Journal 
San Luis Obispo CA  
thisispublicjournal.com 
Impact Design Hub 
impactdesignhub.org 
 
Indicates organizations with local  in it iatives in the Tr iangle. 
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While Architects/Designers/Planners for Social Responsibility and the Association for Community Design are 
long-standing membership organizations focused on providing support for those engaging in community design work, more 
recent initiatives such as the Insti tute for Public Architecture and the Publ ic Interest Design Insti tute focus on 
rigorous research and training, underscoring the community design field’s growing professionalism. Bryan Bell, founder of 
Design Corps and the Public Interest Design Institute as well as a leading researcher in the public interest design field, 
states: 
 
“For the past ten years, evidence has been collecting in publications and exhibits that a new field of 
practice is emerging . . . If public interest design is to grow from a ‘movement’ of individuals into a valued 
field of professional practice, we need clear measures of performance for ourselves and for the public.”3 
 
 
Programs such as Public Architecture’s 1% Program, the AIGA’s Design for Good, and Northwestern University’s 
Design for America mobilize designers to engage in community design efforts through local initiatives. These programs 
represent a range of design fields, highlighting an evolution toward defining design more broadly and inclusively.  
 
“With over 600 students in our network from over 60 different majors, Design for America  
believes interdisciplinary collaboration is key to innovation and effective problem solving.  
 
We bring together a broad spectrum of students from different majors ranging from  
biology, engineering, psychology, anthropology, physics, policy, design and beyond  
to lead the way in using design to create local and social change.”14 
 
 
Finally, initiatives such as PUBLIC Journal, Designing Activism, and Impact Design Hub highlight the increasing role 
of technology in community design, serving as online forums for practitioners to collaborate and share best practices. These 
digital platforms are ultimately places “ . . . where the world of architecture intersects the voices of activism, 
exposing a determination to provide good design for those that need it most, but most often do not get 
it.”15 
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The publication of “Wisdom From the Field: Public Interest Architecture in Pract ice”  
in 2013 marked an important milestone for the emerging public interest design field. 
 
This comprehensive guide to public interest practices in architecture was funded by the Latrobe Prize, a prestigious award 
given biennially by the American Institute of Architects’ College of Fellows in support of work that significantly advances the 
profession. The report is intended to both increase the effectiveness and expand the impact of public interest design work 
through a better understanding of its models and methods. As part of this work to identify best practices, the report’s 
authors outline the following models of practice and provide successful examples of each.  
 
M O D E L S  O F  P R A C T I C E  
 For-profit integrated practice 
social mission is aligned with majority of 
the firm’s for-profit work 
  
Landon Bone Baker, Chicago 
Independent non-profit  
 
buildingcommunityWORKSHOP, Dallas 
C O M P R E H E N S I V E  
 
 Franchise model 
 
Architects Without Borders 
 
University program 
 
 Rural Studio, Auburn University 
 
F O R - P R O F I T  F I R M S  N O N - P R O F I T  W O R K  
Foundation initiative 
 
 Enterprise Community Partners 
 
Developer 
 
Architecture Building Culture, 
Portland 
 
 For-profit with public interest 
pro bono initiatives 
provide 1%-10% of their work  
without charge 
  
Perkins + Will:  
The Social Responsibility Initiative 
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Two of these models – the independent non-profit and the university program – are consistent with the models of practice 
employed by the long-standing centers highlighted previously and are also the models most relevant to the Triangle region.  
 
An independent non-profit has the potential to unite a diverse group of stakeholders while  
a university program is well-aligned with the Triangle’s strong academic network. 
 
These two models of practice are analyzed in more depth on the following two pages, and additional case studies are also 
provided. The community design centers highlighted were chosen for their varied interpretations of these two models of 
practice as well as their established tenure, ranging from ten to twenty-four years.  
 
The Community Design Collaborative 
Philadelphia PA: est. 1991 
 
 
buildingcommunityWORKSHOP 
Dallas, Brownsville & Houston TX: est. 2005 
 
 
The University of Arkansas  
Community Design Center 
Fayetteville AR: est. 1995 
 
 
Tulane City Center 
New Orleans LA: est. 2005 
 
Source: Feldman et al. (2013). 
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I n d e p e n d e n t  n o n - p r o f i t .  
 
The model of the independent non-profit has several advantages. One is the ability to tap into a broad range of funding 
sources - such as foundations, private donors, government entities, and donor-advised funds - while also potentially 
generating revenue through fee-for-service work. Independent non-profits also have the advantage of being able to organize 
around a clearly defined mission; university initiatives may not be able to accomplish this objective as easily, as they must 
work to reconcile their mission with both the educational objectives and broader mission of the university as a whole. 
Similarly, independent non-profits also have the potential to draw support and volunteers from a wider constituency, not just 
those who identify with a particular professional organization or university program.  
 
Of the almost 200 community design centers listed in the 2014 Community Design Directory, 75 were classified as non-profit 
organizations. Interestingly, however, the Pratt Center for Community Development was included in this category, despite its 
clear affiliation with the Pratt Institute. This discrepancy highlights the fact that the lines between models of practice are not 
always distinct. 
 
The Community Design Collaborative is located in Philadelphia and was founded in 1991. The organization achieves its work by 
capitalizing on a strong network of volunteers; in 2013, the Collaborative and its volunteers provided more than 8,750 hours of pro bono 
preliminary design services, representing a value of more than $925,000. These services were provided through design grants to 
community nonprofits such as Fellowship Farm, Lansdowne Boys and Girls Club, and South Philly Food Co-op. As a nonprofit with the 
mission to strengthen neighborhoods through design, the Collaborative is well positioned engage a diverse group of volunteers. 
 
bui ldingcommunityWORKSHOP was founded in Dallas in 2005 and has since expanded its practice to three locations across Texas. 
The organization provides a comprehensive range of services carried out by on-staff designers; its initial similarity to a traditional 
practice is likely due to the fact that it developed from a private for-profit firm. Brent Brown, [bc] founder and director, states, “Public 
design work was of ever increasing interest to me, and I felt the need to expand my practice’s activities beyond facilitation and move 
into a position of direct community advocacy.”5 This step into direct advocacy, which involved executing the Congo Street Initiative, was 
enabled by a donor-advised fund. Brown emphasizes the important opportunity that alternative funding streams offer to free work from 
the limitations to impact and scope that often exist when for-profit firms attempt to incorporate community design work into a for-profit 
model, stating “We coupled the earned income model from a traditional practice with the contributed model of a non-profit, thus 
building a more evolved practice that married discovery to practical application.”5 The organization’s services have correspondingly 
evolved to now also include work such as research-based advocacy and creation of public tools used for policy making. 
  45 
U n i v e r s i t y  p r o g r a m .  
 
The model of the university program has its own distinct advantage: universities offer access to substantial resources such as 
facilities, student labor, compensated faculty, direct financial support, and opportunities to pursue grants. However, in order 
to be sustainable, it is critical that these programs have strong buy-in from those in leadership positions. Roberta Feldman 
points out, “The most successful university programs appear to be those where all of the administrators, from the president 
to the head of the architecture unit, share a common vision, and this vision is integrated not only in outreach programs, but 
in the curriculum itself.”5 Feldman asserts that “a design center’s relationships with a university can be both beneficial and 
constraining;”5 the advantage of additional resources is often tempered by the challenge of additional bureaucracy. 
 
More than half of the almost 200 community design centers listed in the 2014 Community Design Directory are classified as 
academic. While some of these initiatives are outreach studios (such as the Rural Studio, located approximately 150 miles 
west of Auburn University’s main campus), the majority of these programs focus on the town or city where the university is 
located. Additionally, the majority of programs are affiliated with architecture or urban planning/design departments. 
 
The University of  Arkansas Community Design Center was founded in 1995 and is an example of a comprehensive university 
initiative; the organization provides a range of planning and design services, carried out by both students and paid staff, in service to the 
entire state of Arkansas. The UACDC was founded on the belief that this type of outreach is part of the University’s mission. However, 
while the University of Arkansas provides the UACDC with an annual budget, this funding covers only a portion of the center’s 
operations. For FY 2105 the University’s budget allocates $312,000 to the center, representing approximately 46% of the UACDC’s 
$671,000 operating budget. Linda Komlos, the center’s office manager, indicated that it is a challenge each year to find the grant 
funding that will cover this gap.  
 
Tulane City Center is based in New Orleans, LA; in contrast to the UACDC’s focus on the entire state of Arkansas, the TCC was 
founded in 2005 with a mission to serve the people of New Orleans. The TCC achieves this goal through both its core staff and Tulane 
University faculty and students; by having staff take on all project management, the TCC is able to ensure project consistency and to 
also mitigate some of the limitations of a university schedule that is often out of sync with clients’ timelines. A team of core staff also 
gives the TCC flexibility to leverage the University’s staffing resources as individual projects demand; architecture projects typically 
require 3 students + 1 faculty member while design build projects require 14 students + 2 faculty. Depending on project needs and 
timing, students are engaged through courses, for which they receive credit, or through design internships, for which they are paid. 
 
Sources: ACSA (2014), Feldman et al. (2013), Community Design Collaborative website (cdesignc.org), Tulane City Center website (tulanecitycenter.org),  
buildingcommunityWORKSHOP website (bcworkshop.org), phone interview with Linda Komlos (February 6, 2015). 
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The Community Design Collaborative 
Philadelphia PA 
 
FOUNDED: 1991 
 
MISSION: Strengthening neighborhoods through design.  
 
SERVICES: Design Grants offer pro bono preliminary design services to community-based nonprofits in greater 
Philadelphia. Infil l  Philadelphia brings a wide group of stakeholders together to explore significant community issues such 
as food access and affordable housing. Education offers opportunities to learn more about community design through 
workshops, exhibitions, speaking engagements, panel presentations, and publications.  
The Collaborative has also identified the following Impact Areas representing community design challenges common to many of the 
neighborhoods in which it works: Low and Moderate Income Neighborhoods, Health and Wellness, and Economic Development. 
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Beth Miller, Director of Design Services Heidi Levy, and twenty-member Board of Directors. 
Ms. Miller has been executive director since 2001; she has a background in government administration and is a member of the 
Philadelphia City Planning Commission. Ms. Levy has also been on staff since 2001 and is a registered architect with over 25 years of 
experience. Additionally, the Collaborative has a 46-member Advisory Council. 
 
STAFF: 5 employees. 
Employees include a program manager who is a registered architect, a program associate who is a registered architect and landscape 
architect, a program assistant who is an industrial designer, a resource development manager with a background in nonprofit work, and 
a communications manager who is a certified city planner. 
 
FUNDING: Foundation, public, corporate, and individual donors, as well as program revenue and donated design services. 
Partners of the Collaborative include AIA Philadelphia and Center for Architecture. 
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C A S E  S T U D Y  # 6  
cdesignc.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Design Grants: Design Consultations for Commercial Corridor Façade Improvements (Nueva Esperanza). 
Through a design grant to the nonprofit organization Nueva Esperanza, a volunteer design team provided consultations to six business 
owners along the North Fifth Street Commercial Corridor. These recommendations, including sketches and other advice on repainting, 
preserving historic features, and replacing signage, lighting, windows, and doors, were provided to help owners plan façade 
improvements and apply for grants, with the ultimate goal of supporting Nueva Esperanza’s work to revitalize one of Philadelphia’s 
commercial corridors. The project involved two architects, a planner, and two cost estimators, who provided 169 hours of volunteer 
services representing a value of $16,350. 
 
Infil l  Philadelphia: Food Access. 
Partners: Pennsylvania Fresh Food Financing Initiative, The Reinvestment Fund, The Food Trust 
Starting with the question, “How can innovative design improve food access in urban neighborhoods?” this project explored 
opportunities to improve food access in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods through the reuse of vacant stores, warehouses, and 
land. Three potential sites (a vacant corner store, warehouse, and lot) were identified, and three design firms worked in partnership with 
community-based organizations and property owners to develop design concepts that were reviewed by multi-disciplinary experts and 
presented to the public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Education: Volunteer Workshop – Leading Community Meetings. 
This workshop, led by landscape architect and Collaborative volunteer Sara Pevaroff Shuh, was offered from 12pm-1:30 pm on August 
5, 2014. Its focus on how to lead effective community meetings illustrates the Collaborative’s commitment to providing workshops that 
build the skills and experience design professionals need to more effectively engage in community design work. Attendance was free, 
and participants received continuing education credits approved by the AIA and ASLA.  
Source: Community Design Collaborative website (cdesignc.org). 
 
Images: Infill Philadelphia Food Access project, Community Design Collaborative. 
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buildingcommunityWORKSHOP 
Dallas, Brownsville & Houston TX 
 
FOUNDED: 2005 (Brownsville 2011, Houston 2013) 
 
MISSION: To improve the livability and viability of communities through the practice of thoughtful design and making. 
Design justice through community engagement. 
 
SERVICES: Community engagement, research & data analysis, outreach, architectural design, placemaking, and 
documentation, organized into six program categories: Activating,  Analyzing, Informing, Making, Mapping, and 
Storytelling. 
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Brent Brown, Philanthropy Director Andrew Kramer, Associate Director (Dallas) Benje 
Feehan, Associate Director (Brownsville) Omar Hakeem, Associate Director (Houston) Ann Panopio, and five-member board 
of directors. 
Mr. Brown is an architect; in addition to being the founder of buildingcommunityWORKSHOP, he is also the founding director of the 
City of Dallas’ CityDesign Studio. Mr. Kramer has experience as a nonprofit fundraiser, and Mr. Feehan has expertise in design & 
construction. Both Mr. Hakeem and Ms. Panopio have backgrounds in architecture & sustainable design. 
 
STAFF: 15 employees, 7 fellows. 
Employees include include administrative staff, a media associate, design associates, planning associates, and research analysts. Fellows 
are recent graduates, employed for a year, with a possibility of extending into a second year. Since 2010, 41 fellows have completed the 
twelve-month residency program. 
 
FUNDING: Fee for service (45%), foundations (44%), individuals (7%), government (2%). 
The organization’s initial funding was provided by a donor-advised fund through a local community foundation. 
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bcworkshop.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Analyzing: Production & Choice for Infill Housing. 
Funders: Citi Foundation 
Affordable Infill Model (AIM) for Dallas is a multi-year project focused on affordable housing, with the goal of developing a new 
market-based model for affordable infill housing on vacant land. In collaboration with practitioners, [bc] is focusing on the four 
main components of affordable housing provision: homebuyer preparedness, development, policy, and finance. Lab #1 was held in 
September 2014, bringing over 30 practitioners together to establish the challenges AIM for Dallas will address through its research. 
The next stages of the project will focus on identifying best practices and solutions to address this prioritized list of issues. 
 
Mapping: RGV Transportation. 
Partners & Funders : Bike Texas, the City of Brownsville, CDC Brownsville, The Ford Foundation 
This project is designed to both raise awareness about the existing multi-modal transportation system in Brownsville, TX and to 
expand it into rural areas of the Rio Grande Valley. The existing transportation system is currently underutilized, creating a 
perceived lack demand and limiting the amount of funding for additional growth. Through mapping the Brownsville and McAllen bus 
and bicycle networks, [bc] is working to both raise awareness of the existing system and encourage local policymakers to commit to 
additional investments. 
 
Making: Congo Street Initiative. 
Partners: Congo Street families, resident volunteers, architecture students from the University of Texas at Arlington School of Architecture, 
volunteers from AmeriCorps, Volunteers in Service to America, and local service groups 
Funders: The Meadows Foundation, the City of Dallas, The Real Estate Council, Citi Community Development, Sue Pope Foundation, City 
of Dallas Public Works & Housing Departments, Southern Methodist University, Huitt-Zollars Engineering, Texas Trees Foundation, individual donors 
This initiative, one of the first projects undertaken by [bc], was motivated by a desire to stabilize the home-ownership of five families on 
Congo Street, part of a low-income neighborhood near the center of Dallas. Through a collaborative process, a three phase project was 
designed: construction of Holding House, which would serve a temporary home for families as houses were remodeled/rebuilt; 
reconstruction of each of the five family homes; and construction of a new green infrastructure, known as Green Street. 
Source: Feldman et al. (2013), buildingcommunityWORKSHOP website (bcworkshop.org). 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 7  
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University of Arkansas Community Design Center 
The University of Arkansas, Fayetteville AR 
 
FOUNDED: 1995 
 
MISSION: To advance creative development in Arkansas through education, research, and design solutions that enhance the 
physical environment. As part of this mission, the UACDC also works to develop a repertoire of new design methodologies 
that are not only applicable to community development issues in Arkansas but that also have nationwide relevance. 
 
SERVICES: Through staff, University of Arkansas students, and other collaborators, the UACDC provides design and planning 
services to communities and organizations across Arkansas. These services are broadly defined as Expanding the 
Consideration of Civic Space, Developing New Models of Design, and Constructing Discourse.  
 
STRUCTURE: University-based program. 
The UACDC is an outreach center of the School of Architecture. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Director Stephen Luoni. 
Mr. Luoni is also the Steven L. Anderson Chair in Architecture and Urban Studies and a Distinguished Professor of Architecture. He has 
been the director of the UACDC since 2003. 
 
STAFF: 5 full time employees and 1 part time employee; University of Arkansas students. 
Employees include four project designers and an office manager. The UACDC also employs a part time development associate. All 
project designers are involved in teaching, and studio courses engage an average of ten fifth year architecture students each semester. 
The center also collaborates with other University departments as well as local design firms. 
 
FUNDING: University funding, grants, client fees. 
Grants are the main driver of the funding required to supplement University support; in the past, project funders have included the 
National Endowment for the Arts and the EPA. Client fees are generally nominal and are not a major source of revenue.  
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uacdc.uark.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Context-Sensit ive Streets: The Creative Corridor. 
Partners: Marlon Blackwell Architect 
Funders: The Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, Environmental Protection Agency, National Endowment for the Arts 
This project focused on revitalizing a four-block segment of historic Main Street in downtown Little Rock. The 
development plan, undertaken in collaboration with Marlon Blackwell Architect, proposes using the cultural arts for 
revitalization as opposed to a traditional retail driven approach. The plan includes three phases: create gateways to calm 
traffic and mark transitions into the corridor, develop a center by creating a plaza at the City’s most important intersection, and connect 
these elements with a pedestrian promenade and low-impact development infrastructure. Since the plan’s completion, the City of Little 
Rock has been able to secure $1.2 million in funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in order to construct the proposed 
low-impact development streetscapes. 
 
Big Box Urbanism: Green Parking Lot for Target. 
Partners: University of Arkansas Ecological Engineering Group 
This proposal for the Target in Rogers, Arkansas is part of the UACDC’s Big Box Urbanism initiative, an effort focused on 
ecologically, socially, and economically responsible design solutions for big box retail. Parking lots for big box retail 
stores are a source of significant stormwater runoff; a typical lot requires 150% more surface area than the store itself. 
This project proposes two low-impact development strategies as an alternative to typical construction. First, pervious 
surfaces are substituted for impervious hard surfaces, facilitating treatment of polluted water while reducing the heat island effect. 
Second, a series of vegetated rain gardens, bioswales, infiltration trenches, and tree box filters are placed throughout the parking lot, 
decreasing the velocity of runoff flow and reducing the need for a centralized detention basin. 
 
Low Impact Neighborhoods: Low Impact Development: A Design Manual for Urban Areas. 
This 230 page manual outlines strategies for managing urban stormwater runoff, with the goal of increasing awareness 
and implementation of low impact development strategies by stakeholders ranging from individual property owners to 
municipal governments. The book is now in its second printing – the UACDC recently fulfilled a request from Sweden, 
and more than 100 copies were sold at a recent conference in Philadelphia.  
 Sources: Phone interview with Linda Komlos (February 6, 2015), UACDC website (uacdc.uark.edu). 
 
C A S E  S T U D Y  # 8  
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Tulane City Center 
Tulane University, New Orleans LA 
 
FOUNDED: 2005 
 
MISSION: To educate, advocate, and provide design services to New Orleans neighborhoods and non-profit clients who are 
traditionally under-resourced and underserved by the design disciplines.  
 
SERVICES: Design services are provided in the following focus areas: Architecture, Planning, Design Build, Graphic 
Advocacy, and Community Capacity Building. 
Architecture and Design Build make up the majority of projects, at approximately 38% and 28%, respectively. Planning projects account 
for 16% of the TCC’s work, while Community Capacity Building accounts for 10%, and Graphic Advocacy makes up the remaining 8%. 
 
STRUCTURE: University program. 
TCC is an outreach program of the Tulane School of Architecture and also houses the School’s applied urban research program. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Interim Director Maggie Hansen. 
Ms. Hansen has a background in architecture, landscape architecture, and contemporary art and has been at TCC since the summer of 
2014. She became Interim Director in January 2015, when former director Maurice Cox stepped down in order to expand his role as 
Associate Dean for Community Engagement at the Tulane School of Architecture. 
 
STAFF: 5 employees; Tulane University students and faculty. 
Employees include a design build manager, community outreach manager, accounting clerk, project manager, and assistant project 
manager. Faculty designers, student interns, and outside consultants are also engaged in the center’s projects. Additionally, through its 
Public Interest Design Fellows program, the TCC provides a 10-week summer internship for young designers interested in pursuing a 
career in public interest design.  
 
FUNDING: University funding, grants, individual donations, negotiated fees. 
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C A S E  S T U D Y  # 9  
tulanecitycenter.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Architecture: Project Home by Hand. 
Partners: Project Home Again 
Working with Project Home Again, a non-profit housing and community development organization founded after Hurricane 
Katrina and well-known for its program allowing families to “swap” a flood damaged home for a new one, the TCC 
designed four model homes that could be built by a combination of licensed tradesmen, volunteers, and homeowners. As 
part of a larger self-help housing program, Project Home by Hand works to provide a path to homeownership for individuals and 
families who earn less than 120% of the area median income and are willing to commit to an inclusive program involving home 
ownership training, credit repair, and sweat equity. 
 
Graphic Advocacy: Circle Food Store. 
In fall of 2009, a TCC studio of architecture and business students produced a visioning document to support the 
reopening of Circle Food Store, a historic grocery that served the 7th Ward and downtown New Orleans until it was 
damaged by Hurricane Katrina. Working with store owner Dwayne Boudreaux and other community activists, the TCC 
developed schematic designs, structural analysis, pricing, and a business plan. Mr. Boudreaux was then able to use this information to 
secure the financing needed for a $7 million renovation. He hired local architect John Williams to complete the project, and the store 
reopened in January 2014, representing the restoration of an important community landmark. 
 
Design Build: Grow Dat Youth Farm. 
Partners: City Park New Orleans, Clean Plate Projects, Tulane Social Entrepreneurship, Tulane School of Medicine 
Grow Dat Youth Farm is a social entrepreneurship initiative focused on developing a diverse group of young leaders 
through the meaningful work of growing food. The TCC has been involved in the farm’s overall site design as well as the 
design and construction of several buildings, including a 6,000 sf education center constructed from shipping containers. 
The efforts have transformed a golf course damaged by Hurricane Katrina into an operational 4-acre farm, and Grow Dat now functions 
as a teaching space open to the entire community. TCC interns also provide graphic design services to the farm, and in 2013, a master’s 
student created a mobile farmstand as part of his thesis project. These efforts support the farm’s vision of being a collaborative place 
where a diverse group of people can come together in order to support public health, local economies, and sustainable food systems.  
 
Source: Tulane City Center website (tulanecitycenter.org), Anderson (2013), Grow Dat Youth Farm website (growdatyouthfarm.org). 
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P r e s e n t :  Where  a re  we  now?  
Chapel Hi ll 
Durham 
Raleigh 
NC State Univers ity 
College of Design 
Affordable Housing + Sustainable Communities Initiative 
Home Environments Design Initiative 
Coastal Dynamics Design Lab 
 
Rale igh Urban Design Center 
 
Community Food Lab 
 
AIGA Raleigh 
Design for Good 
Triangle Wiki 
The Window Project 
 
AIA NC 
Activate 14 
 
Architecture for Humanity Raleigh 
University of North Carol ina at Chapel Hil l  
Department of City & Regional Planning 
 
School of Government 
Development Finance Initiative 
 
Institute for the Environment 
Center for Sustainable Community Design 
Duke Univers ity 
Nicholas School of the Environment  
 
Pratt School of Engineering 
 
Design for America Duke 
 
Durham Urban Design Center 
 
Durham Area Designers 
The Triangle remains a leader in innovation and design; the region is characterized by 
innovative research and initiat ives by universities, governments, non-profits, and 
businesses  
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Anchored by three major research universities, the Triangle is rich in design resources and outreach efforts. 
 
NC State University’s College of  Design includes academic programs in architecture, art + design, graphic design, industrial 
design, and landscape architecture. The college describes its mission as teaching “design thinking in an interdisciplinary environment 
that makes sense of the world for the benefit of the public.” Current outreach efforts include: The Affordable Housing + 
Sustainable Communities  In it iative provides educational resources for leaders in government, non-profit institutions, and the 
community to help create innovative solutions to the housing and urban challenges facing North Carolina. The Home Environments 
Design Init iative seeks to initiate, facilitate and coordinate scholarship, research and outreach services in the area of quality design 
for home environments. The Coastal Dynamics Design Lab organizes and leads trans-disciplinary design teams working to address 
critical ecological and community development challenges in vulnerable coastal regions, with a concentrated focus on the Mid-Atlantic 
seaboard. 
 
The University of  North Carol ina at Chapel Hil l  Department of  City & Regional P lanning includes doctoral and master’s 
degree programs as well as an undergraduate minor. Through workshop classes and master’s projects, graduate students engage in 
community-based research and planning work focused on issues such as affordable housing, community development, economic 
development, environmental protection, growth management, land use planning, and transportation. In addition to these efforts, other 
related outreach initiatives at UNC-Chapel Hill include:  The School of Government – Development F inance Init iative partners 
with local governments in North Carolina to attract private investment for transformative projects by providing specialized finance and 
development expertise. The Institute for the Environment – Center for Sustainable Community Design seeks solutions to 
the complex planning and design problems facing communities, with the goal of ensuring environmental protection while achieving 
economic development and social justice. 
 
Duke University is home to both the Nicholas School of the Environment and the Pratt School of Engineering. Each of these schools is 
heavily involved in research, and students from the Pratt School of Engineering are involved in outreach efforts through: Design for 
America Duke uses human centered design to create local and social impact, working to address issues related to education, health, 
the economy and the environment.  
 
In addit ion to these university init iat ives,  there are also local government agencies, non-
profits, and businesses engaged in community design work. However, these efforts are 
often disconnected. 
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This disconnect may be due to the fact that there is no comprehensive list of local community design efforts. 
 
Records kept by both the Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture (ACSA) and the Association for Community Design 
(ACD) contain discrepancies and omissions, highlighting the challenge of defining and documenting efforts. Several of the 
organizations included on the ACSA and ACD lists are no longer operational, and both lists fail to document many of the 
Triangle’s outreach efforts. Newly formed initiatives and ongoing grassroots efforts are also excluded; for example, both the 
Center for Community Engaged Design, which opened in April of 2014 as an initiative of UNC-Greensboro’s Department of 
Interior Architecture, and the Community Design Studio, a collaborative volunteer network in Winston-Salem, are not 
documented. The National Council of Architectural Registration Boards (NCARB) also maintains a list of community-based 
design centers where architectural interns may earn a portion of the credit hours required by the Intern Development Program 
(IDP). Organizations must apply to NCARB in order to be recognized; while there are currently 53 United States centers 
included on the list, none of these are North Carolina organizations. 
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Asheville Design Center 
est 2006: Asheville 
Design Corps 
est.1991: Raleigh 
 
Center for Universal Design* 
est. 1989: Raleigh (NCSU) 
 
Community Design Lab* 
est. 2005: Raleigh (NCSU) 
 
The Affordable Housing + 
Sustainable Communities Initiative 
est. 2007: Raleigh (NCSU) 
 
Downtown Design Studio* 
est. 2005: Raleigh (NCSU) 
 
Organizations listed by both the ACSA and the ACD, organizations listed by the ACSA only, organizations listed by the ACD only.  
* indicates organizations that are no longer operational. 
Center for Community Engaged Design  
est. 2014: Greensboro (UNC-Greensboro) 
Urban Institute  
est. 1969: Charlotte (UNC-Charlotte) 
 
Sources: ACSA (2014), ACD website (communitydesign.org), Center for Community Engaged Design website (uncg.edu/iar/cc-ed), Community 
Design Studio Facebook page, NCARB website (ncarb.org), Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list). 
Community Design Studio 
est. 2011: Winston-Salem 
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Founded on one of the core tenants of the community design movement – 
the belief that everyone deserves good design – the Asheville Design Center states: 
“Planning builds community, and design shapes our lives every day – yet few of us have easy access to an 
architect, engineer, landscape architect, or planner. ADC recruits volunteer professionals to work with 
communities to develop design solutions that enhance our quality of life.” 
 
The Asheville Design Center was formed in 2006, in response to the proposed I-26 Connector running through downtown 
Asheville. The initiative began with volunteer design professionals who were interested in developing an alternative design 
that would better embody the community’s vision for the area, and in June of 2006 the American Institute of Architects 
awarded the AIA Asheville section a $15,000 grant for the “Bridging the French Broad: Creating Connected Livable 
Communities” project. A few months later the Asheville Design Center officially launched in a storefront downtown, opening 
its doors to the public every Wednesday night in order to engage the community in discussions about the project. 
Landscape architects, architects, planners, and engineers were all involved in the process; Chris Joyell, the ADC’s current 
executive director points out that one of the keys to this initiative’s success was the interdisciplinary team behind it. While 
the DOT was approaching the problem from one perspective, these stakeholders began to engage the community and look 
beyond the initial proposal to consider larger issues such as how to connect the downtown corridor to other districts and 
how to create better access for those living in public housing along the highway. 
 
Although the ADC received its initial funding through AIA Asheville, its founders recognized the importance of maintaining a 
multidisciplinary approach and decided to form a separate non-profit organization. In January 2007, the ADC was 
incorporated as a 501(c)3. This accomplishment underscores the volunteer group’s impressive level of organization, and for 
the first two years of its existence the ADC continued to be run solely by volunteers, on an annual budget of approximately 
$50,000. While the rent of its downtown storefront was the biggest overhead expense, the ADC felt that it was important to 
be both visible and transparent; a storefront downtown made it possible for people to drop in to offer their input on the I-26 
Connector project. During these early years this project was the organization’s sole focus; while it served as a rallying point 
and helped the ADC quickly identify allies, the center’s organizers later realized many supporters were only onboard because 
of their interest in this initial project. Learning from this experience, the ADC has since made a concerted effort to pursue a 
variety of projects that serve to build a broad base of community support.  
 
  59 
Chris Joyell, the executive director of the ADC since 2009,  
pointed out several lessons the organization has learned in its almost ten years of existence. 
 
D i v e r s i f y  f u n d i n g .  Mr. Joyell was hired only after he was able to secure a grant to cover his salary; in the early years the ADC 
received the vast majority of its support from grants. The organization has since made a concentrated effort to lessen its dependence on 
foundation funding and strengthen its donor base; grant funding accounted for 92% of all funding in 2009 and is now just 16% of the 
funding projected for 2015. While this represents significant progress, Mr. Joyell indicated that there is still work to do. The ideal mix is 
a funding stream evenly split among foundations, individual donors, and earned income, one that the ADC is currently working toward. 
Increasing support is also an important goal, as the ADC has been at the same funding level for several years and now needs to move 
past that in order to be able to hire the full time support staff needed to continue to grow its services. 
 
L e v e r a g e  c o m m u n i t y  r e s o u r c e s .  The ADC is able to accomplish its work with just one full time staff member due to its 
ability to effectively leverage community resources. Volunteer designers are engaged in each project the center takes on, and the ADC’s 
current Rose Architectural Fellow is the result of its partnership with a local affordable housing organization. The summer DesignBuild 
Studio is also the result of a partnership; students enroll at Asheville-Buncombe Technical Community College as continuing education 
students, paying the tuition required by the school. ADC then receives a portion of this money, using it to pay the course instructors and 
also gain some unrestricted income. The ten-week long studio focuses on one community project, and even though the instructors are 
only employed for the summer, they are engaged with ADC year round. Mr. Joyell pointed out that both the studios and the instructors 
have played an essential role in the ADC’s development, expanding the organization’s impact without requiring additional full-time staff. 
 
D e v e l o p  c o m m u n i t y  o w n e r s h i p .  One significant lesson from the I-26 Connector project was how important it is for the 
community to have ownership of a design. Mr. Joyell pointed out that the ADC had a strong sense of ownership of the I-26 Corridor 
design; this became problematic when the DOT began to alter it. The community’s response reflected their perception that the design 
ultimately belonged to ADC, not the community itself. The center now has the stated goal of entering a community as a blank slate. As 
Mr. Joyell articulated, most community members understand the issues and may even have solutions; the design that ADC develops 
should look like what community members would come up with if they had a design education.  
 
S t a r t  s m a l l . Another important lesson from the I-26 Corridor project is to take on small projects and build support. While the ADC’s 
founders were initially given this advice by the East Tennessee Community Design Center, the scale of the I-26 Connector project 
precluded this approach. However, building a track record is critical to building both the base of individual donors and the community 
support necessary for long-term sustainability. It is also important to limit initial operational costs as much as possible – donated space is 
one key way to do this. 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Phone interview with Chris Joyell (February 2, 2015), Asheville Design Center website (ashevilledesigncenter.org). 
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Asheville Design Center 
Asheville NC 
 
FOUNDED:  2006 (incorporated 2007) 
 
MISSION: To engage Western North Carolina in creative community based design to promote healthy, thriving, and 
equitable communities.  
 
SERVICES:  Multi-disciplinary teams of volunteers work with communities that have requested design services, utilizing a 
participatory design process. In addition to these ongoing efforts, a ten-week summer program, the DesignBuild Studio, 
engages students to design and construct a public structure in Asheville. 
 
STRUCTURE: 501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Executive Director Chris Joyell, sixteen-member Board of Directors. 
Mr. Joyell is an attorney, with 20 years of nonprofit experience. He is the center’s first executive director, and has been on staff since 
2009. Board members are predominantly designers, and there are also some attorneys. Recognizing the interconnected nature of many 
issues related to the built environment, there has been a recent push to incorporate more diverse perspectives, such as board members 
with a background in health. 
 
STAFF: Rose Architectural Fellow, 2 DesignBuild instructors (summer only). 
The ADC partnered with a local affordable housing organization in order to be assigned a Rose Architectural Fellow, who is now starting 
the final year of his three-year fellowship. The ADC also engages approximately 50 to 100 volunteers annually; the majority of these are 
students and professionals with design backgrounds who take on both design and community engagement roles. 
 
FUNDING: Individual donations, earned income (client fees and DesignBuild Studio tuition), event income, local foundations. 
The 2015 budget anticipates $92,500 in income, divided among the following categories: Donations $16,000 – Earned Income 
$59,500 – Event Income $2,000 – Foundations $15,000.  
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ashevilledesigncenter.org 
NOTABLE PROJECTS 
 
 
Civic Spaces: Riverside Drive Development Plan. 
Sponsors: City of Asheville Community Development Division, City of Asheville Office of Economic Development, Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities, Asheville Area Riverfront Redevelopment Commission 
This project, which began in 2013, is part of the City of Asheville’s East of the Riverway TIGER II Initiative, an effort focused on assessing 
redevelopment and open space options for ten acres of City-owned land in the River Arts District. The ADC is part of a local team of 
landscape architects, urban designers, architects, engineers, and real estate economists; this project team is working to develop the 
following deliverables for various portions of the site: re-use strategy and urban design concepts; redevelopment feasibility analysis; 
open space concept plan; appendix of issues, projects and concerns for further consideration; and recommended strategies to 
transform the area into one of regional significance.  
 
Design |  Build |  Play: Hall Fletcher Elementary Outdoor Learning Center. 
Partners: Asheville City Schools, Equinox Environmental, Jade Mountain Builders, Andy Brown, Yale Club of WNC 
Sponsors: Asheville City Schools, Asheville City Schools Foundation, Yale Club of Western North Carolina, City of Asheville Community 
Development Division, The Cathedral of All Souls, BlueCross/Blue Shield Foundation of NC, Ronald McDonald House Charities, East West Asheville 
Association, Nichols-West Asheville Masonic Lodge 
After conducting workshops with children, parents, staff, and neighbors, volunteers from the ADC developed designs for an outdoor 
learning environment for Hall Fletcher, home to Asheville’s largest population of elementary school children living in poverty. The 
design includes interactive elements such as a kinetic merry-go-round, a domed outdoor classroom, and a weather station and is now 
under construction.  
 
DesignBuild Studio: YWCA Outdoor Classroom & Covered Stairwell. 
In the summer of 2014, seven students – representing architecture, graphic design, landscape architecture, planning, and construction 
management fields from five different schools – worked under the leadership of instructors Luke Perry and Miriam Gee to design and 
build a project for the YWCA. Students engaged YWCA members, children, and surrounding community members and also 
collaborated with designers at Matthews Architecture before building an outdoor classroom and covered stairwell to serve children 
participating in after-school and summer camp programs.  
Source: Phone interview with Chris Joyell (February 2, 2015), Asheville Design Center website (ashevilledesigncenter.org). 
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F u t u r e :  Where  a re  we go ing?  
 
As the definition of community design continues to expand,  
focus is shifting from individual objects to integrated systems. 
 
This evolution is perhaps based on the growing realization that holistic, collaborat ive  
approaches are required in order to achieve real and lasting impact. 
“As designers, who have always been professional problem solvers, have 
moved assuredly to authoring systems and strategies as well as objects, they 
have turned their sights to the needs of underserved communities.”4  
 
Design and Social Impact: A Cross Sectoral Agenda for Design, Education, Research, and Practice 
“Wisdom From the Field: Public Interest Architecture in Practice” documents this growing awareness of systems; the built 
environment is one component of a larger system, with effects on energy consumption, greenhouse gas production, health, 
unemployment, and economic inequality. One of the report’s concluding recommendations is to pursue broader scale, 
systemic solutions as part of a sustainable public interest design practice; the authors state “Systemic design of 
neighborhoods and even cities, that includes consideration of public policies and programs, participatory processes with 
design decision makers, and research, offers the opportunity for a profound transformation of the designed environment as 
well as a financially viable way to make a living.”5 
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This evolution toward a model of practice that addresses complex,  interconnected relationships 
has been paralleled to the emergence of the field of public health. 
 
By challenging the medical community to think more broadly about the many factors influencing health, public health 
practitioners have effectively changed the conversation from how to cure to how to prevent. The future of community design 
is similarly tied to changing the conversation about the built environment; by acknowledging its contribution to “wicked 
problems” such as global warming and growing economic disparity, the conversation is beginning to shift to the importance 
of prevention, accomplished through the holistic design of entire systems. 
 
 
In a 2006 collection of essays, Thomas Fisher describes the wide-scale social and economic transformation that is occurring 
as we move into the 21st century; these changes are characterized as a series of shifts “from a mechanistic worldview to one 
of organic flows; from an urge to dominate nature to one that seeks a balance with it; from mass production to mass 
customization, from large bureaucratic organizations to smaller project-based operations; from specialized jobs to versatility; 
and from professional autonomy to participatory teamwork.”16 He goes on to make the assertion: 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Sources: Feldman et al. (2013), Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt (2013), Anderson (2012), Fisher (2006).  
 
“. . . design may have as central a place in a world of flows as science and technology had in 
the Industrial Revolution. In a world with little respect for traditional structures, almost 
everything – from the operation of a company to the organization of a 
community to the order of our physical environment – can be approached as a 
design problem, in which new solutions must be sought to meet particular needs and 
specific contexts.”16 
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This shift to a more holistic, preventative model of practice is not limited to community design; its effects are seen in 
changing models of design education and professional practice. These evolving models of practice are deeply rooted in a 
growing awareness that design matters and can be an important force for positive change. 
 
In a 2014 publication “Emerging Modes of Architecture Practice: Reframing the Value Proposition of Architecture,” Mia Scharphie, 
Scholar in Residence at Northeastern University School of Architecture, outlines the changing context of architectural practice. Citing the 
need for a more holistic, systems-based approach as well as changing financial and business practices, she identifies innovation 
occurring through the following avenues: reaching out to new clients, developing new services, deepening relationships with clients, 
engineering unique work processes, fostering both internal staff and outside partnerships, and changing patterns as to how services are 
accessed and priced. While these changes are beginning to form a more widespread movement, several firms have long-standing 
commitments to these innovative models of practice. 
Describing its practice as “architect led 
design build,” Gluck+ embraces a 
holistic approach; “from designer to 
builder to owner to developer, we do 
what it  takes and care how it ’s  
done.” This expansive model of practice 
allows the firm the flexibility to take on 
non-profitable projects such as middle-
income housing, embracing the 
“responsibility to do our part in enriching 
the lives of people and communities.” 
 
 
 
Architecture Research Off ice is “as 
much a laboratory as a design practice,” 
with projects ranging from energy 
efficient housing prototypes to 
ecological infrastructure for New York 
City’s waterfront. This integration of 
rigorous research and practice allows 
the firm to focus on “a wide variety of 
projects spanning strategic planning, 
architecture and urban design, and to 
craft e legant solutions to 
seemingly intractable problems.” 
 
As a “design firm built l ike  a th ink 
tank,” Uti le is similarly founded on an 
approach that combines research and 
practice, architecture and urban 
planning. The firm thrives on “solving 
complex urban problems in intelligent, 
pragmatic ways,” producing work that 
“yields fresh ways to think about how we 
develop and build our cities, presented 
with useful, compelling clarity.” 
 
 
 
 est. 1972: New York NY est. 1993: New York NY est. 2002: Boston MA
  65 
Over the past decade, new firms have continued to push for more innovative models of practice, questioning the fundamental structure 
of a design firm by experimenting with nontraditional ownership and profit models. Rapidly changing technology also continues to drive 
change, as open-source data provides the opportunity to empower local communities and redefine what a planning practice looks like. 
At the heart of these innovative practices is a des ire for the principles of  community design to be integrated into everyday 
practice. In August 2014, acknowledging this growing desire to meaningfully engage in community design work, the AIA Foundation 
convened a meeting to discuss the possibility of a public interest design fellowship program; stated goals included both exploring 
alternate service delivery methods and increasing the relevance of the architecture profession.  
 
However, these evolving models are in many ways still experimental and subject to failure. In early 2015, after approximately 16 years of 
existence, Architecture for Humanity filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy; insiders cited an unsustainable business model, increased 
competition for financing, and an unwillingness to evolve from its original vision as contributing to the organization’s closure. 
With the tagline “Designers Building,” 
Placetai lor operates as a designer, 
builder, and developer. The firm’s 
business model is based on the triple 
bottom line of people, planet and profit, 
embodied by its collaborative design 
process and structure as an employee-
owned cooperative. By exploring 
sustainable housing that minimizes energy 
use, the firm articulates its mission as: 
“We design (beautiful ly) .  We Build 
(eff iciently).  We Develop 
(sustainably).” 
 
 
 
 
 
As a non-profit, MASS Design Group 
is involved in design, construction, 
advocacy and community development. 
This holistic approach is reflected on the 
firm’s website: “Architecture is  more 
than just a bui lding. Help us in 
redefining what architecture can be.” In 
2014 the firm launched a series of short 
films, known as Beyond the Building, to 
highlight the fact that “exceptional 
buildings and infrastructure can actually 
address the health, economic, and social 
challenges the world faces today.” 
 
Founded on the simple assertion “better 
data makes better cities,” LocalData is 
a “cloud-based mapping platform that 
helps cities and communities make data-
driven decisions by capturing and 
visualizing street-level information in real 
time.” This innovative effort “at the 
intersection of planning and technology” 
points to the possibilities of expanding 
models of practice; “every community 
can des ign its own future.” 
 
 
Sources: Scharphie (2014), Gluck+ website (gluckplus.com), ARO website (aro.net), Utile website (utiledesign.com), Raskin (2015),  
Placetailor website (placetailor.com), MASS Design Group website (massdesigngroup.org), LocalData website (localdata.com).   
 
est. 2008: Boston MA est. 2008: Boston MA est. 2012: San Francisco CA
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F u t u r e :  Where  a re  we  going?  
 
These evolving models of practice are not limited to New York, Boston, and San Francisco. 
The Triangle is home to an ever-increasing number of forward-thinking design practices, 
embodying the shift to a holistic, systems-based approach and 
a growing desire to blend the principles of community design 
with innovative, for-profit models of practice.  
 
 
Community Food Lab is a design 
and consulting firm characterized as “a 
hybrid design practice in a new design 
field.” Through its mission-driven 
practice and commitment to a systems-
based approach and collaborative 
design efforts, Community Food Lab in 
many ways functions as a community 
design center organized around 
the specif ic issue of  local food 
systems. 
New Kind is a graphic design firm that 
describes itself as a community catalyst; 
“our purpose is to bring people together 
to share in the adventure of creating the 
future.” Its founders, who played key roles 
at Red Hat, state “Pairing the open source 
philosophy with another of our passions – 
design thinking – spawned a powerful 
mashup: A community-centr ic 
process that empowers people, 
bui lds re lationships, and solves 
problems. All at the same time.” 
 
 
 est. 2014: Raleigh NCest. 2009: Raleigh NC
With the simple tagline “we turn opinion 
into action” and the claim “we’re using 
technology to make civic engagement 
easier,” Cityzen is a platform that offers 
“a social-native polling tool that can be 
embedded on any site.” Cityzen started 
“out of frustration with a public process 
in which civic engagement means 
inconvenience, dull meetings, and 
distant politicians. Our goal is to use 
technology to give more people a 
voice and make it easier to take action.” 
est. 2013: Raleigh NC
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Innovate Raleigh is a non-profit founded 
in 2012 with the vision to “make our region 
one of the top five centers for innovation 
and entrepreneurship in the country” by 
serving as a “connector, convener, and 
communicator of innovation and 
entrepreneurship efforts in Raleigh.”   As 
part of this mission, the organization hosts 
the annual Innovate Raleigh Summit. 
In addition to these innovative practices, there is a growing energy around design in the Triangle,  
fueled by the region’s concentration of design professionals and long-standing reputation as a center for innovation.  
Several recent events and init iatives capitalize on this momentum. 
 
Great Places in NC is an awards program created in 
2012 that recognizes both Great Places and Great Main 
Streets throughout the state. By allowing the public to vote 
on these designations, the program intends to start a 
conversation about the value of good planning and design. 
Sources: New Kind website (newkind.com), Community Food Lab website (communityfoodlab.org), Cityzen website (cityzenapp.us),  
Florida (2014), SPARKcon website (sparkcon.com), APA-NC website (apa-nc.org), Innovate Raleigh website (innovateraleigh.com),  
Activate 14 website (activate14.com), Hopscotch Design Festival website (hopscotchdesignfest.com).      
SPARKcon is an 
“interdisciplinary creativity, 
art, and design festival” held 
annually in downtown 
Raleigh. It is produced by the 
Visual Art Exchange and has 
been held since 2006 with 
the goal to “celebrate and 
highlight diverse creative 
efforts in the Triangle.” 
 
 
The inaugural Hopscotch 
Design Festival was held in 
2014 in downtown Raleigh, in 
conjunction with the Hopscotch 
Music Festival. This annual event 
features presentations on a 
broad range of design 
disciplines, allowing attendees to 
“discover the people designing 
the future.” 
Activate 14 is an outreach initiative organized 
by AIANC “to strengthen the civic role of 
architecture and design in our community.” 
Since its founding in February 2014, events 
and discussions have included a summer 
series as well as design competitions and 
ongoing panel discussions. 
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Park Center – the first redevelopment in RTP’s history – proposes reimagining the Park by increasing density, incorporating 
retail, entertainment, and residential uses, and creating strong regional linkages. At the heart of these efforts is the idea of 
collaboration – “a place where leaders in technology, science, the arts and the humanities can come 
together, collaborate and create a better future for us all.”17 This vision begins with the founding universities 
historically at the heart of RTP and is reimagined to also encompass non-profits, established businesses, entrepreneurs, and 
local governments. 
 
As part of this larger effort, Project ARCHIE aspires to create a neutral territory where both those affiliated with the region’s 
major universities and residents of the entire state can converge. By facilitating the multidisciplinary collaboration vital to 
solve today’s far-reaching problems, this effort represents the next chapter in park founder Archie Davis’s bold vision to 
make the Park a transformative presence in both the state and the region.  
 
The design community should play a central role in this narrative.  
 
 
One of the Triangle’s original innovators is also evolving.  
“Fifty-five years ago, the Research Triangle Park transformed the economy of North Carolina. 
Now we’re poised to do it again – pointing the state toward a brighter future with a redevelopment we call Park Center.”17 
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“RTP is the largest research park in the country,  
but the secret to our success is not our land; the secret is the fabric of our community.  
We thrive because our bonds run deep.  
We practice the art of collaboration daily and share in the joy of discovery.  
 
We push the bounds of human imagination,  
finding ways to make the world a better place.”18 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Ohnesorge (2013), RTP website (rtp.org).  
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Design Corps, a community design center based in Raleigh, 
has also evolved significantly over its almost twenty-five year tenure, 
shifting from an early focus on individual projects to its current work to educate practitioners. 
 
 
 
In 2011, Bryan Bell, the founder and leader of Design Corps, was part of the team of researchers awarded the Latrobe Prize; 
the team’s findings were published in the 2013 report“Wisdom From the Field: Public Interest Architecture in Practice.” 
 
 
Bryan Bell  describes the trajectory of Design Corps as moving toward a goal  of increased impact.  
While the organization has a history of engaging in individual public interest design projects such as housing for migrant 
farmworkers, it is now focused on increasing the field’s professional standards through trainings, certifications, and research. 
In a similar manner, Mr. Bell characterizes the field of public interest design as moving community design to its next 
iteration.  
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Sources: Interview with Bryan Bell (December 4, 2014), Pearson and Robbins (2002). 
 
1 9 9 1   Design Corps is founded with the mission to provide the benefits of good design to those who would otherwise not have 
access to design services. A fellowship program in conjunction with AmeriCorps is later added to provide learning opportunities for 
students interested in a career in public interest architecture.  
 
2 0 0 0   The first annual Structures for Inclusion conference is held at Princeton University with the theme “Designing for the 98% 
Without Architects.” Speakers include influential practitioners such as Sambo Mockbee, John Cary, and Rex Curry. 
 
2 0 0 2   A profile of Design Corps published by the National Endowment for the Arts describes the organization as providing 
“affordable, quality architectural and housing services at substantially below cost to low income individuals and families through offices 
and partnerships in Gettysburg PA, Durham NC, and Newbern AL.” Five interns are listed on-staff, and programs are described as 
service to clients in two primary focus areas: affordable migrant farm worker housing and affordable housing for fu l l-t ime 
res ident famil ies. 
 
2 0 0 3   Good Deeds, Good Design: Community Service Through Architecture is published by Princeton Architectural Press. This 
collection of essays and case studies, edited by Bryan Bell, highlights an emerging push for architecture to serve a broader population - 
“the other 98%”. 
 
2 0 0 5   The SEED Network begins as an opportunity to brainstorm about how design can respond to issues of social, economic, 
and environmental justice. The SEED Evaluator tool is later introduced as a metric for public interest design projects.  
 
2 0 1 1  The Public Interest Design Institute is founded to train professionals to more effectively engage in public interest design 
work. Bryan Bell stated that he now spends his time articulating the fact that public interest design work is a viable profession; “the 
other 98%” represent a significant untapped market for design services. Having for-profit firms recognize the potential of this work is an 
important way to begin to “move the dial” for the entire field of public interest design.  
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Design Corps 
Raleigh NC 
 
FOUNDED:  1991 (incorporated 1997) 
 
MISSION:  To create positive change in traditionally underserved communities by using design, advocacy, and education to 
help them shape their environment and address their social, economic, and environmental challenges.  
 
SERVICES: Offered in three areas: training, network membership, and project certifications. Trainings are offered through the 
Publ ic Interest Design Institute, a two-day seminar held in varying locations across the country. The SEED Network is 
a community of practice composed of more than 2,000 members sharing resources and ideas through an online forum. 
Project certifications are offered through the SEED Evaluator, a tool used to quantify the social, economic, and 
environmental impact of design projects. 
 
STRUCTURE:  501(c)3 non-profit organization. 
 
LEADERSHIP: Founder & Executive Director, Bryan Bell, and ten-member Board of Directors. 
Mr. Bell is an architect with extensive experience in the community design field; he was a co-recipient of the 2011 AIA Latrobe Prize and 
one of the authors of the subsequent report “Wisdom From Field: Public Interest Architecture in Practice.”  
 
STAFF: 1 Design Corps Fellow. 
Fellowship positions, typically one year long, are offered as an opportunity to gain experience in public interest design. 
 
FUNDING: Contributions and grants, program service revenue.  
In 2013, Design Corps reported approximately 60% of its revenue as coming from contributions and grants, while the remaining 40% 
was generated by program service revenue. The majority of this program service revenue was registrations/conference fees; other 
program service revenue was classified as architectural consulting or design/other consulting. 
  73 
designcorps.org 
INITIATIVES 
 
 
Structures for Inclusion. 
Partners (2015): Lawrence Tech, National Endowment for the Arts, Autodesk Foundation 
Now in its fifteenth year, Structures for Inclusion is annual conference described as a support structure and collective sharing of ideas for 
public interest design practitioners. Past topics have ranged from “Affordable Housing” (2003) to “High Impact” (2007) to “Dignifying 
Design” (2013), and locations rotate throughout the country. This year’s conference, “Resilience of Mind, Body and Spirit,” will be 
hosted by Lawrence Technological University in Detroit on April 11th and 12th. 
 
SEED (Social Economic Environmental Design). 
Funders: The Edward W. Rose III Family Foundation, The Burt’s Bees Foundation, The Loeb Fellowship, The Richard 
H. Driehaus Foundation, National Organization of Minority Architects, BaSIC Initiative 
The SEED Network is a free membership organization intended to create a “community of knowledge” where professionals and the 
public can share best practices and ideas related to public interest design. The SEED Evaluator Tool is a metric used to evaluate public 
interest design projects, based on the five principles of SEED: advocate with those who have a limited voice in public life, build 
structures for inclusion that engage stakeholders and allow communities to make decisions, promote social equity through discourse 
that reflects a range of values and social identities, generate ideas that grow from place and build local capacity, and design to help 
conserve resources and minimize waste. The Fifth Annual SEED Awards for Excellence in Public Interest Design will be presented at the 
2015 Structures for Inclusion Conference, honoring products, places, and services designed or redesigned for the public good.  
 
Publ ic Interest Design Institute. 
Funders:  The Surdna Foundation, National Endowment for the Arts 
The Public Interest Design Institute is a training program for architects and other design professionals 
interested in public interest design. Two-day seminars held in various locations around the United States focus on case studies and best 
practices as well as certification in the SEED process. Last year the program expanded to Mexico and Europe, with trainings held at the 
Ecole Speciale d’Architecture in Paris and at the Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico, Facultad de Architectura in Mexico City. 
This year, Public Interest Design Institute trainings are scheduled for Detroit, Dallas, and Pittsburgh. 
Sources: Design Corps website (designcorps.org), 2013 IRS Form 990, accessed from GuideStar.org, SEED website (seednetwork.org),  
Public Interest Design Institute website (publicinterestdesign.com). 
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I M P A C T  
A strategy for advancing community design in the Triangle. 
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D e f i n i t i o n :  How i s  commun i ty  des ign prac t i ced  loca l l y ?  
The principles of community design are embodied by work occurring across the Triangle;  
from university outreach efforts to innovative for-profit practices,  
there are many ongoing initiat ives that advance the goals of community design.  
In a survey distributed to individuals identified as engaging in work that incorporates elements of community design,  
26 respondents - representing a range of universities, government agencies, non-profits and businesses - described the 
community outreach efforts in which their organization is engaged.  
community outreach regarding housing/home 
design – extension with landowners – evaluation of housing & community 
development initiatives – assistance with local planning & urban design 
issues – specialized finance & development expertise 
 
B U S I N E S S E S  
U N I V E R S I T I E S  
N O N - P R O F I T S  
G O V E R N M E N T  A G E N C I E S  
panel discussions & lectures related to important community issues – 
engaging the public in architecture & urban design – creating & 
sharing content related to designing for social change - working with 
municipalities to find solutions to challenging land use problems 
monthly lecture series – design workshops – neighborhood info 
sessions – small area planning – streetscape planning & design – 
corridor planning – economic development planning – downtown 
revitalization services  
listening sessions around community food issues – 
community engagement – community-focused events – pro 
bono work – helping local governments post planning 
projects online & on social media  
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However, targeted interviews with several respondents revealed that these efforts are often disparate and 
unconnected, especially across disciplines, institutions, and geographies. There is a need for these efforts to be organized 
and supported, for community design to be reinforced as a strong field of practice. 
 
In a 2009 publication funded by the James Irvine Foundation, the Bridgespan Group makes the case for strong fields of 
practice in order for foundations and non-profits to achieve social impact. A field is defined as “a community of organizations 
and individuals: working together towards a common goal, and using a set of common approaches to achieving that goal.”19 
This idea of strong fields of practice has evolved from the non-profit sector’s realization that “bold aspirations cannot be 
realized without a critical mass of organizations and individuals aligned and working effectively as a field.”19  
 
“Systemic change is critical for solving some of the greatest social challenges in our nation today. And one of the most 
important levers for bringing about such change is field building – coordinating the efforts of multiple organizations 
and individuals around a common goal and creating the conditions necessary for them to succeed.  
 
Why? When successful, such efforts can improve the overall infrastructure of a field, enabling the organizations within it to 
achieve greater social impact. The rising tide – in the form of support for weaker organizations, f i l led gaps in 
service, enhanced understanding of peers working towards the same or similar goals, and improved 
communication and coordination throughout – lifts all boats. Importantly, however, the goal of field building is not to 
make each organization follow the same strategy or approach; rather, it is to enable a variety of organizations to 
operate and collaborate more effectively, whether their efforts center on specific aspects of the field or are more 
broadly focused.”19 
 
Sources: The James Irvine Foundation (2009), Collaborator Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), 
Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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NC Rural Development Division of Community Assistance 
NC Department of Commerce NC Main Street Program 
 
 
 
 
Triangle J Council of Governments 
 
 
 
 
 
Raleigh Urban Design Center  
Durham Urban Design Center 
Durham Urban Innovation Center 
 
 
 
G O V E R N M E N T  A G E N C I E S  
 
 
 
 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hi ll   
North Carolina State University 
Duke University 
North Carolina Central University 
Meredith College 
St. Augustine’s College 
Shaw University 
William Peace University 
Durham Technical Community College 
Wake Technical Community College 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
U N I V E R S I T I E S  
 
 
 
S T A T E  
R E G I O N A L  
In an influential 2011 article in Stanford Social Innovation Review, John Karnia and Mark Kramer introduced the idea of 
collective impact: “the commitment of a group of important actors from different sectors to a common agenda for solving 
a specific social problem.”20 Collective impact goes beyond just collaboration; it is an intentional approach that involves 
centralized infrastructure, a dedicated staff, and a structured process. 
L O C A L  
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American Planning Association – NC Chapter 
ASLA – NC Chapter 
Construction Professionals Network Institute of NC 
 
 
 
 
Research Triangle Foundation 
AIA Triangle 
ULI Triangle 
 
 
 
AIGA Raleigh 
Durham Area Designers 
 
 
 
 
N O N - P R O F I T S  
 
 
 
Community Food Lab 
New Kind 
Cityzen 
Szostak Design* 
Frank Harmon Architect* 
Interior Architecture & Design* 
Perkins + Will RTP* 
Weinstein Friedlein Architects* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B U S I N E S S E S  
This focus allows for a common agenda, shared measurement, continuous communication, and mutually reinforcing 
activities, embodying the belief that “substantial ly greater progress could be made in alleviating many of our 
most serious and complex social  problems if non-profits, governments, businesses, and the public were 
brought together around a common agenda to create collective impact.”20  
 
The Triangle represents an incredible 
opportunity to realize the collective 
impact of community design work. 
 
Indicates Collaborator Survey respondents (see Appendix B for a complete list).  
* indicates local architecture firms participating in The 1% Program.  
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Developing a strong community design field is the key to realiz ing collective impact.  
  
The Strong Field Framework provides a means for analyzing the current condition of the Triangle’s community design field; 
as outlined by the Bridgespan Group, there are five key elements to consider. 
 
 
S H A R E D  I D E N T I T Y   “The overarching component binding the other components in common purpose.”19 
 
While professional organizations such as the AIGA, ASLA, APA and AIA support the graphic design, landscape architecture, planning, 
and architecture professions (and engage in selected outreach initiatives), there is no mechanism for organizing local 
community design efforts in a holist ic manner that unites regions and discipl ines. As pointed out by the Bridgespan 
Group, “Shared identity is the basis  of a fie ld of practice, without which individuals  and organizations may work in 
isolation or at cross-purposes.”19 
 
S T A N D A R D S  O F  P R A C T I C E  
 
There has been a recent push for clear professional standards 
within the field of community design. At a national level Design 
Corps is engaged in a wide range of training and educational 
initiatives; the last Public Interest Design Institute held locally 
was in Raleigh in December 2013. Many of the design studios 
offered at NC State focus on community design work; however, 
Henry Sanoff pointed out the critical need to also incorporate 
courses that address theory and policy issues.  
 
In a 2012 article posted to MetropolisMag.com, Bryan Bell 
articulated the particular importance of standards of practice in 
the public interest design field, stating, “Without clear 
professional standards the public’s  interest is  lef t to 
individual interpretation.”3  
 
K N O W L E D G E  B A S E  
 
While the Triangle is home to a wide range of community 
design efforts, documentation of this work is inconsistent. There 
is no organized means for collecting, analyzing, and 
disseminating information, meaning that there is  l i tt le 
col lective memory of these efforts .  
 
Several interviewees pointed to the challenges of documenting 
work within the short timeline of an academic semester, and a 
survey question on the challenges of engaging in outreach 
efforts solicited responses citing limited staff time and 
resources. One survey respondent stated that accessing local 
research resources is a challenge, and in a targeted interview 
Grant Meacci pointed out that the Raleigh Urban Design Center 
always has a need for additional research to inform its work. 
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While many organizations within the Triangle are engaging in work that embodies the principles of community design, few would 
describe their work in those terms; there is no clear f ie ld with which to identify. This lack of a shared identity is major barrier to 
developing strong collaborations and shared goals, pointing to a major gap that a community design center could potentially fill. In 
response to the question, “How could a Community Design Center help your organization do its work more effectively?” one survey 
respondent stated: “If  a  design center helped us priorit ize  our work as part of a col laborative that would be extremely 
helpful.” Other similar responses outlined the possibility of a Community Design Center acting as a catalyst to bring stakeholders 
together as well as serving as a means for developing partnerships. 
 
LEADERSHIP  & GRASSROOTS SUPPORT 
 
Support f rom and engagement with the community is 
a crit ical part of any community des ign practice. 
However, the majority of survey respondents cited challenges 
related to connecting with the public, ranging from identifying 
community partnerships and projects to developing local 
capacity and participation.  
 
This difficulty in engaging the public may stem from the local 
community design field’s lack of a shared identity: without a 
clearly defined and articulated field, each individual organization 
carries the burden of convincing the public of the value of its 
services. Several respondents acknowledged this; one cited the 
challenge of engaging populations that “may not see such 
efforts as being of value or relevant to their circumstances.” 
 
F U N D I N G  &  S U P P O R T I N G  P O L I C Y  
 
Unsurprisingly, many survey respondents referenced funding as 
a challenge to engaging in outreach efforts. Individuals 
representing universities, government agencies and businesses 
all cited the constraints of limited funds, resources, and time; 
with one respondent succinctly referencing the challenge 
inherent in the “time commitment of  unpaid versus paid 
work.”  
 
Funding models and sources for these local community design 
efforts vary greatly, and there is currently no organized network 
or platform for identifying support for community design 
initiatives. One respondent noted that a local community design 
center could help her organization work more effectively by 
assisting in administration and in seeking funding. 
 
A local community design center represents the opportunity to  
develop a shared identity around local community design efforts. 
This important first step has the potential to strengthen all other elements of the field. 
 
Sources: The James Irvine Foundation (2009), Bell (2012), Collaborator Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), 
Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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O p p o r t u n i t y :  W h a t  v a l u e  c o u l d  a  c o m m u n i t y  d e s i g n  c e n t e r  a d d ?  
In addit ion to providing the framework that is essentia l for a strong field,  
a community design center a lso has the potential to fi l l  existing gaps. 
 
A gap between organizations engaging in outreach efforts and organizations in need of services. 
 
Several potential clients cited the need for specific design services, ranging from print and web design to exploring the idea of tiny 
houses as a way to address homelessness. Despite the wide range of outreach efforts occurring in the Triangle, one respondent noted 
that he would like to see better outreach programs from the universities, and another respondent simply stated, “If they [design 
services] are available now, how would you communicate their availability? . . . If there was someone to serve as a liaison between our 
shelter and the design community to do a student or volunteer project designing housing for the homeless, we’d like to participate. ”  
 
Reponses from collaborators underscored this gap; several individuals representing universities cited the challenges of identifying 
community partners and student projects, while others citied difficulty in disseminating their research. Targeted interviewees noted that 
in most cases it is up to individual faculty members to identify community design projects and develop the partnerships necessary to 
undertake the work, a task that is often daunting given the constraints of the academic semester.  
 
A potential collaborator pointed out the possibility for a community design center to close this gap: “A community design center 
would provide an excel lent partner in  class and workshop activities.  It  would also provide a way of reaching local 
community groups or non-profits looking for student planning and design expertise. And it would provide these 
local community groups or non-profits a way to f ind students  or professionals  providing expertise pro bono in the 
area.” 
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A gap between the realities of complex projects and the limitations of many outreach efforts. 
 
Another distinct gap exists between the long-term commitment required to effectively engage in community design work and the 
constraints inherent in university projects and pro bono work. One potential collaborator referenced the challenge of university outreach 
efforts, stating, “One of the biggest chal lenges is that those of us at UNC often work in a community for a semester 
or two and then we disappear.  We need to f ind a way to have a more lasting presence.”  Potential collaborators from 
government agencies and local businesses echoed this response, citing the difficulty of balancing outreach efforts with finite staff time 
and financial resources as well as the limitations of their particular organization’s expertise. 
 
This tension between the ambitious goals of community design projects and the limitations of current outreach efforts is apparent to 
clients. Several interviewees noted that their organization had been the recipient of various outreach efforts, with mixed results. One 
survey respondent noted that his organization “would love to have a long term relationship with the right kind of design group or 
studio,” one that would be able to provide design services to effectively support and further the organization’s mission.  
 
A community design center has the potential to close this gap by providing project management and backbone support throughout the 
life of a project, allowing universities, local government agencies, non-profits, and businesses to contribute as their schedules and 
resources allow. This continuity would benefit both collaborators and clients and would also serve as a way to encourage collaboration, 
as professionals and students representing a variety of disciplines have the opportunity to offer their expertise to a project. 
 
 
 
To supplement the survey distributed to potential collaborators, a second survey was distributed to organizations identified 
as potential community design center clients. 15 individuals, representing non-profits and government agencies, responded 
with challenges facing their organizations as well as design services that would be helpful and suggestions for ways to 
improve access to these services. Overlaying these potential client surveys with the potential collaborator surveys and 
information gathered from targeted interviews reveals three distinct gaps in the existing community design 
network. 
 
 
Sources: Client Surveys and Collaborator Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), 
Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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A gap between the possibilities of community design and knowledge of this potential impact. 
 
Finally, there is a gap between the potential for community design to affect real change and the general public’s knowledge of the 
importance of this work. One potential client eloquently articulated the possibilities of design, stating “Combining function with 
aesthetics and affordability would be an improvement over the status quo where we take what we can get and upfit to make the space 
barely satisfactory. The status quo does not convey dignity and self-worth to people who have trudged through homelessness for 
years.” However, a respondent representing another organization focused on the issue of homelessness questioned the need for a 
community design center: “Of al l  community needs, this does not str ike me as one of the highest priority.”  
 
 This disconnect is also apparent in collaborator responses; although many of the organizations contacted are engaged in outreach 
efforts that clearly support the mission of community design, few articulate their work in those terms. In response to the question, “How 
could a Community Design Center help your organization do its work more effectively?” several potential collaborators indicated that 
they were unsure whether this question applied to them. 
 
The possibilities of community design are evidenced by years of work, both nationally and locally. However, many of the factors 
identified in the Strong Field Framework - no clear field with which to identify, no collective memory of local efforts - make it difficult to 
clearly communicate the importance of this work to those in the Triangle. A community design center has the potential to close this gap 
by providing a platform for advocating on the behalf of community design, pointing out its important role in enacting lasting change. 
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These existing gaps point to three essential functions of a local community design center: 
 
 
Engage. 
Connect designers and clients, and unite efforts across disciplines and geographies. 
 
Extend. 
Allow for long-term impact by providing stability, continuity, and support. 
 
Educate. 
Promote the value of community design and strengthen its practitioners. 
 
 
Each of these functions is in support of a larger mission: 
 to provide a strong framework for the local community design field. 
 
 
 
Sources: Client Surveys and Collaborator Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), 
Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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E n g a g e :  connect designers and clients, and unite efforts across disciplines and geographies. 
 
A local community design center has the potential to foster a shared identify and link a diverse group of 
stakeholders by serving as a central hub that provides a framework for collaboration and outreach. This focus 
on providing a space for engagement is an opportunity to achieve several important goals:   
 
Real ize a more holis t ic community design practice.  
Creating connections between outreach efforts provides the opportunity for a diverse group of collaborators to bring their expertise to 
the issues facing the Triangle. Instead of one organization working in isolation, a community design center provides the opportunity to 
engage different groups throughout a project, increasing impact as each collaborator is able to focus on its core competencies. Hannah 
Hoffman pointed out that this type of partnership is what has been missing from local Design for Good projects; the AIGA’s efforts have 
had to stop where a volunteer’s skill set ends, even though clients such as small non-profits may need design services ranging from 
branding to space planning. A community design center provides the opportunity to both identify these needs and connect clients to 
the resources necessary to meet them. This holistic approach gets to the heart of effective community design practices: expanding 
disciplinary and professional boundaries through collaborative effort provides the opportunity to effectively address the range of issues 
inherent in many community design projects.5 
 
Involve a more diverse group of stakeholders .  
In addition to connecting a diverse range of outreach efforts, a community design center also has the potential to bring together a 
diverse group of community members. By prioritizing outreach and engagement, a community design center can identify a broad range 
of people with interest in a particular issue, moving beyond the “usual suspects” to engage others who are not typically involved in 
these efforts. Many potential collaborators cited this engagement as critical but challenging for their organization to achieve; one 
respondent pointed out that a community design center could bring credibility and new approaches to the engagement process by 
valuing diversity and including populations who are typically underrepresented. As David Perkes, director of the Gulf Coast Community 
Design Studio, states, “Community design has a long legacy of work to make decision making more equitable. This is done by 
strengthening the role of those that, normally, have less power in decision making and are left out of the process. Community design 
centers bring people together in a positive setting to help them publicly address problems and issues that would otherwise most likely 
be decided by a small group of like-minded people.”5 This engagement of diverse stakeholders can also extend to forming connections 
with potential funders, such as businesses that may have an interest in the issues being addressed by community design but are 
currently not included in the conversation. The Pratt Center for Community Development has shown the potential for this approach by 
working with a diverse range of non-profit, private, and public sector partners; for example, its Retrofit Standardization Initiative is 
supported by both Citigroup and State Farm as well as various foundations and government agencies. 
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Make design more accessible .  
Brent Brown, the founder and director of buildingcommunityWORKSHOP, describes Dallas as having pockets that are rich in design 
resources but many more neighborhoods that lack access to these important services. The Triangle could likely be described the same 
way. While the region as a whole is rich in design resources, design services are not equally available to all citizens and communities. 
Several interviewees and survey respondents pointed out the need for design services in smaller towns and rural areas as well as the 
need for easier access to design services by small organizations with limited resources. Similarly, the need for designers to be more 
accessible was also a recurring theme. In a presentation at the 2012 ACSA International Conference, Arunava Dasgupta pointed out the 
architecture profession’s preference for iconic projects. As Dasgupta described it, this preoccupation with architecture with a capital ‘A’ 
leaves architecture with a small ‘a’ - the everyday architecture that is a part of all people’s lives – unaddressed, ultimately giving 
architects and designers an air of exclusivity. This exclusivity often results in what a 2004 article in the Journal of Architectural Education 
refers to as “the forgotten middle”: the majority of design is for the top 5-10%, a limited amount is for the bottom 5-10%, and even less 
is for those in the middle class. A fundamental principle of community design is that designers have valuable skills that should be 
available to more than just an elite few, and a community design center represents an important opportunity to make design services 
more equally available and easily accessible to citizens and communities across the Triangle by providing a clear, central location for 
accessing these services. 
 
Bui ld on existing assets.   
Perhaps most importantly, a community design center represents the opportunity to build on the region’s existing assets instead of 
creating another isolated initiative. As the home to a rich network of existing outreach efforts, the Triangle is uniquely positioned to 
develop a new model for community design, one that is based on developing the strong framework of collaboration necessary to 
address the complex issues facing today’s communities. A local community design center has the unique opportunity to increase the 
impact of efforts that are now largely disparate by not only connecting them but also providing a strong platform with which to elevate 
the entire local community design field. 
 
  
Sources: Feldman et al. (2013), Pratt Center for Community Development website (prattcenter.net), Cook (n.d.), Dasgupta (2012), Kelbauch (2004),  
Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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E x t e n d :  allow for long-term impact by providing stability, continuity, and support. 
 
A local community design center has the potential to provide backbone support for outreach efforts, allowing for long-
term impact as these efforts become more effective and complete. By providing a mechanism to support and 
extend current efforts, a community design center represents the opportunity to achieve several important goals:   
 
Increase the effect iveness of  current efforts.  
The realities of complex projects and the limitations of outreach efforts often dampen the effectiveness of community design work. 
Several stakeholders emphasized the importance of seeing a project all the way through; one pointed out that while universities are 
good at idea generation, there is often no follow through. Similarly, several survey respondents acknowledged the challenge of 
identifying projects that fit within the time constraints of a semester. A community design center has the potential to provide the 
continuity and support needed to extend outreach efforts. By guiding projects from initial identification to final completion, a 
community design center could allow both students and volunteers to plug in as their schedules permit while also ensuring that efforts 
continue after these initial commitments end. This continuity and support not only allows these efforts to become more than isolated, 
semester-long initiatives; it also represents the opportunity to achieve more lasting impact by weaving individual projects into 
coordinated efforts focused on building local assets and capacity. Impact that extends beyond a single project is an important element 
of a sustainable community design practice. Rex Curry, associate director of the Pratt Center for Community Development from 1980 to 
2005, points out that the ultimate lesson from long-standing community design centers may be their recognition that physical 
development is a relatively fast and easy process as compared to the slow and difficult work of building the social capital that leads to 
lasting change. 
 
Create an institutional memory of  projects.   
While there is some documentation of local community design efforts, much of the narrative is incomplete. Several interviewees 
engaged in university outreach efforts pointed out the challenge involved in effectively documenting their work, citing both limited time 
and resources. Many times efforts are duplicated, as students at different institutions (or perhaps just working with different instructors) 
begin their work without knowledge of previous efforts. A community design center has the potential to bridge this knowledge gap, 
creating an institutional memory not only of university efforts but also of the work done by the local non-profits, government agencies, 
and businesses that are also engaged in community design. The ability to collectively learn from past projects and build on previous 
efforts represents an important opportunity to work more effectively. This shared knowledge base is also an essential part of building a 
strong field; opportunities to document and report the impact of community design work lead to more effective advocacy and 
fundraising, as organizations are able to convincingly reference both past successes and best practices.  
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Support the outreach efforts of for-profit f i rms.  
As one interviewee pointed out, there is a need for the design profession to find a middle ground between projects that demand large 
fees and pro bono work. Design school curricula increasingly focus on social impact; students enter the profession with a strong desire 
to engage in community design work as an integral part of everyday practice. A community design center has the potential to support 
this increasing interest by taking on some of the project tasks that are often a strain to for-profit firms. By nature, non-profits are meant 
to meet needs that the market cannot; a community design center would be well-equipped to leverage a variety of funding sources in 
order to support the time-consuming work of helping organizations clearly articulate their goals, develop a program, and put together a 
request for design services. Community design work typically involves small fees and very tight margins, and this type of support could 
serve to eliminate some of that burden. Several interviewees pointed out the importance of supporting for-profit firms instead of 
competing with them. By offering support and project management throughout the process, a community design center could increase 
the capacity of for-profit firms who want to engage in the important work of community design.  
 
Acknowledge the value of  design.  
Community design centers that have chosen to take on this supportive role often provide grants for design services instead of providing 
the services themselves; The Design Center’s Design Fund is one example of this. These grants have the potential to reduce the funding 
gap cited by many survey respondents and are an alternative to each organization subsidizing its own work. Design service grants also 
represent the important opportunity to both support community design efforts and clearly communicate to the public the value of these 
services. Assigning a value to the work being done is important; it further demystifies the process and educates clients on the value of 
design. A public that recognizes both the potential and value of good design is a benefit to the entire field, perhaps eventually 
lessening the need for pro bono work as design services are more often included in project budgets and grant applications. The 
potential to promote the value of good design goes beyond just the financial element; a community design center represents the 
opportunity to both support and enhance existing efforts such as Activate 14 and Great Places in NC. Ben Hitchings, past president of 
the NC Chapter of the APA, pointed out the untapped potential of the Great Places program; while it has proven to be an effective way 
to get the public excited about the possibilities of planning, it could be taken further and used as a vehicle to help communities create 
their own great places. A community design center has the potential to support these efforts by engaging in an ongoing conversation 
with the public about the value of design.  
Sources: Curry (2000), Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details),  
Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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E d u c a t e :  promote the value of community design and strengthen its practitioners. 
 
A local community design center has the potential to both educate the public on the value of community design 
and to advocate for its implementation. Further educational efforts focused on strengthening the field can also 
extend to practitioners and students, as a focus on education represents the opportunity to achieve a variety of goals:   
 
Educate the public.   
A community design center represents the important potential to bridge the gap between the possibilities of community design and 
knowledge of this potential impact. A local community design center has the opportunity to communicate a clear, consistent message 
on the value of community design efforts, backed up by both research and examples of local impact. Bryan Bell pointed out the 
importance of providing a value proposition to the public; in many ways, “every issue is a design issue.” As a nonprofit, a community 
design center also has the ability to engage in additional research and design work that, while often not supported by the market, can 
clearly communicate both the possibilities and implications of decisions regarding the built environment. Citing planners, architects, and 
other design professionals for often failing to clearly communicate choices and their implications to the public, Michael Sorkin bluntly 
states, “I, for one, do not believe that obesity, diabetes, automotive pollution, highway mayhem, alienating commuting, isolation, 
segregation, and sprawl represent the freely considered and chosen wishes of the people.”21 Through educational efforts, a community 
design center has the potential to empower the public to not only value design but to also make thoughtful decisions about how the 
Triangle should develop. This focus on education represents a benefit to all of the organizations engaged in community design efforts; 
as one survey respondent stated, “Anything that can help elevate the conversation around design in our community will help benefit our 
organization.” 
 
Advocate for change.  
An important role of many community design centers is to engage in advocacy. This advocacy is often a natural extension of educational 
efforts; a community design center would be well equipped to advocate for thoughtful solutions to many of the issues facing the 
Triangle. In 2013, in response to plans to demolish a significant modernist building on Glenwood Avenue in order to build an office 
tower, a Raleigh architect developed renderings illustrating how a new building could be built while still preserving the integrity of the 
existing. This type of individual initiative could be strengthened through an organized platform; a community design center could 
identify opportunities for advocacy and organize broader efforts to promote alternative solutions. Similarly, many organizations working 
in fields related to community design face challenges related to the physical environment. Several survey respondents working in the 
affordable housing field cited the same challenge: lack of appropriate and adequate land due to issues such as incompatible zoning and 
poor access to transit and employment centers. A community design center has the potential to address these issues by advocating for 
changes in the built environment that support the work of all those engaged in community design efforts. 
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Increase the capacity of  practit ioners.   
A community design center also represents the opportunity to provide educational opportunities to community design practitioners. 
Enabling collaboration is one way to do this; by connecting academics and professionals, both research and practice are able to inform 
each other, serving to increase practitioners’ capacity and strengthen the entire field. Standards of practice are another important part of 
any strong field; Bryan Bell defines the basic standards of public interest design as transparency, accountability, and defining the highest 
capacity design can achieve. Ethics are also an integral part of this conversation. A recent article in Architect magazine describes the 
ethical discourse within architecture as “tepid at best” but points to the shift toward social impact design as pushing architects to 
broaden their definition of ethical practice beyond “do no harm” to include ideas such as enhancing a building’s context and making a 
positive impact on its end users. By serving as a resource center and venue for training opportunities such as the Public Interest Design 
Institute, a local community design center provides the opportunity to continue the important work of developing and defining these 
ethics and related standards of practice.  
 
Encourage the interdisciplinary education of future practit ioners .  
In his 2006 book In the Scheme of Things: Alternative Thinking on the Practice of Architecture, Thomas Fisher states, “One of the 
important transitions to be made by design schools over the next decade is to recast themselves as a place where students learn to 
think critically as designers, while keeping the potential applications of that thinking as broad as possible.”16 A 2012 article posted to 
Planetizen (and supported by over 100 planning professionals) asserts that there is a critical need for planning education to more 
meaningfully incorporate elements of physical design and spatial planning. One former planning director is quoted as saying, “Because 
of their lack of design skills, most planners work more as regulators. They learn to interpret codes and regulations but don’t plan. 
Physical form has profound impact on the character of places, yet planning the physical form is typically left to developers, with planners 
becoming bystanders.”22 The article goes on to cite the strong interdisciplinary basis that many planning schools were founded on, as 
city planning, landscape architecture, and architecture students commonly attended classes together. Several interviewees pointed out 
the potential for NC State’s School of Architecture and UNC’s Department of City & Regional Planning to engage in more meaningful 
interdisciplinary education of architects and planners, with one suggesting the idea of a certificate program in community design that 
incorporates courses from each program. A community design center has the potential to help facilitate this type of collaborative 
educational effort and to support universities in developing the holistic curriculum essential for future community design practitioners.    
Sources: Sorkin (2011), North Carolina Modernist Houses (2015), Bell (2012), Dickinson (2015), Fisher (2006), Arendt (2012),  
Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).  
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Through a focus on creating connections, a commitment to continuous effort, 
and an emphasis on education and advocacy, a community design center has the potential to 
expand the impact of current efforts and to proactively identify opportunities for design 
to be a part of the solution to the issues facing our state and region. 
 
 
While a local community design center should be tailored to the unique opportunities and assets that exist in the Triangle, 
two of the design centers profiled in earlier case studies – The Design Center in Pittsburgh and The Community 
Design Col laborative in Philadelphia – offer models for a center focused on building a strong framework for local 
community design practice. In addition to these two centers, a wide variety of other initiatives have elements that could 
inform efforts to engage, extend, and educate. 
The Community Design Collaborative: Design Process 
Diagram accessed from cdesignc.org 
  93 Organizations with elements that could inform efforts to engage, extend, and educate. 
Indicates organizations profiled in case studies. 
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A c t i o n :  How do  we  move  fo rward?  
While the context of the community design field can inform our efforts,  
any proposal should be unique to the Tr iangle and unique to our time,  
building on the region’s assets and looking to its future. 
 
A community design center for the Triangle is an opportunity to bring together institutions and individuals in order to 
build a strong framework for community design practice, grounded in core values of service, proximity and experience.  
V A L U E S  
 
SERV ICE 
Work that serves the needs of the community, 
 
P R O X I M T I Y  
is embedded in the community, 
 
E X P E R I E N C E  
and is based on shared activities that form and 
strengthen human relationships. 
 
“Any practice is shaped by values. These values form a 
boundary around the activities of a practice. The boundary 
extents delineate the range of activities, and the boundary 
definition describes the degree of separation between a 
practice and its social context.”23      David Perkes 
Nonprofits 
Government 
Agencies 
Universities 
Businesses 
V o l u n t e e r s  
D e s i g n  
P r o f e s s i o n a l s  
E v e n t s  
Community 
Design Center 
C o m m u n i t y   
M e m b e r s  
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The following pages describe a general outline for the next steps in this process.  
These steps are presented as a strategy, with many decisions to be made along the way.  
 
It is critical that this strategy is undertaken as a collaborative effort,  
one that ultimately reflects a core tenant of community design:  
“Nothing about us, without us, is for us.”24 
The values that guide the Gulf Coast Community Design 
Studio provide an initial framework for exploring the values 
intrinsic to a local community design center. It is important, 
however, that the values that ultimately form the boundaries 
of a local community design practice come from those who 
are a part of the work; values should ultimately be decided on 
by both collaborators and clients. A successful community 
design center will be a collaborative effort, one that 
organically comes from the ground up rather than the top 
down. In recognition of this, while the following strategy for a 
community design center is grounded in three key 
recommendations, it is also flexible, rooted in the belief that 
the most successful plans will be those with the ability to 
evolve and change. 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
START A NEW INIT IAT IVE  
Form an organization to function as a neutral facilitator in order 
to help the many parties involved negotiate around shared 
interests and develop a truly multidisciplinary approach. 
 
A R T I C U L A T E  A  C L E A R  M I S S I O N  
Focus on building a strong framework for the community design 
field, one that address existing gaps and builds on local assets, 
while maintaining the values at the heart of the community 
design movement. 
 
M A I N T A I N  A  R E G I O N A L  F O C U S  
Build on the existing university network while also capitalizing on 
the energy and connections that exist throughout the Triangle. 
 
 
 
Source: Perkes (2009).  
 
  96 
S T A K E H O L DE R  
M E E T I NG S  
S u m m e r  2 0 1 5  
 
• Include representatives from each core constituency:  
universities, government agencies, non-profits & businesses 
 
 
D EF I N E  T H E  F IE L D  
Outline boundaries as clearly as possible 
A R T I C U LA T E  C O R E  M IS S I O N &  V A L U E S  
Provide a strong framework for the local community design field 
Outline service areas & programs 
While the conversations at the Social Impact Design 
Summit illustrated how challenging it is to define the 
community design field, it is critical to begin by identifying 
the field’s common goals and common approaches as well 
as the actors working within it.19 These defined boundaries 
form the basis for subsequent conversations and ensure 
that the right stakeholders are involved from the onset. 
 
P O T E NT I A L  P R O J E C T S  
Identify opportunities to address existing needs 
Chris Joyell, Director of the Asheville Design 
Center, pointed out the important role early 
projects play in building support for a community 
design center’s work. With this advice in mind, it is 
important that the initial projects undertaken by a 
local community design center clearly express its 
mission and engage a broad base of constituents. 
 
Engage Extend Educate 
• Interactive map of the local community design field 
 
• Database of collaborators + volunteers to match with groups in need of services 
 
• Project management + matchmaking for specific projects identified by the 
following potential clients: Raleigh/Wake Partnership to End & Prevent 
Homelessness, Urban Ministries of Durham, Builders of Hope, Habitat for 
Humanity of Durham 
 
• University collaborations: Hines Competition, Design for America project 
 
• Joint workshop/studio focused on affordable housing and involving UNC 
Department of City & Regional Planning and NC State School of Architecture 
students 
 
• Consultation services for individual homeowners 
 
• Searchable database of past local community design efforts 
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P U B L IC  F O R U M  
H o p s c o t c h  D e s i g n ,  
S e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 5  
E N GA GE  I N  S TR A T EG I C  P LA NN I NG  
Determine desired outcomes and the resources necessary to achieve these goals 
H O W  T O  O R GA NI Z E ?  
Initially incubate under 
another organization 
Begin by establishing 
a nonprofit 
Research Triangle Foundation: 
ARCHIE Project 
R E S O U R C E S  
Identify opportunities to build 
on existing assets 
W H E R E  T O  LO C A T E?  
Physical space + digital presence 
Several stakeholders pointed out the importance of having a 
physical presence; however it is important to balance this desire 
with the need to manage risk and limit operational costs. The 
need for a neutral site that is easily accessible was also identified. 
 
Co-locate w/ 
another group 
Discounted or 
donated space 
Park Center at RTP 
Centrally 
located 
Move around 
the Triangle 
• Partners willing to underwrite employee time 
• Architectural internship opportunities 
o National Design Services Act 
o Public Interest Architecture Studio + Seminar 
• Established volunteer bases: AIA, AIGA, ULI 
• Students enrolled at local universities 
 
 
 
• North Caro lina Foundat ions:  
Bank of America Charitable Foundation 
Triangle Community Foundation  
• Local  Bus inesses:  
Citrix 
Red Hat 
• Community Design Center Partners 
 
 
• Identify key partnerships:  
NC State College of Design, UNC Department of City & Regional Planning, Design for America 
Duke, Raleigh Urban Design Center, Durham Urban Design Center, AIGA Raleigh, Activate 14 
Sources: Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt (2013), The James Irvine Foundation (2009),  
Client Surveys (see Introduction and Appendix B for details), Interviews & Stakeholder Discussions (see Appendix A for a detailed list).   
F U N D I N G  S T A F F I N G  
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C O N C L U S I O N  
The importance of moving forward. 
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The challenges facing North Carolina and the Triangle region today are not unlike the 
issues present more than 50 years ago, at the beginning of the community design movement. 
The 1960s challenged design to become relevant in the greater context of the civil rights movement; 
in order to remain relevant today, designers must acknowledge the complex social issues 
that continue to perpetuate inequality, such as increasing poverty and income disparity. 
$52,549 
$58,795 Combined Triangle MSAs 
Durham-Chapel Hill MSA 
$62,088 Raleigh MSA 
White Alone = $67K 
African American Alone = $39K 
Hispanic Alone = $38K 
Median Household Income by Race & Tenure 
 
Combined Triangle MSAs. (2013 Inflation Adjusted Dollars) 
Social Explorer. 2013 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates. 
Homeowners = $78K 
Renters = $34K 
P O V E R T Y  &  I N C O M E  I N E Q U A L I T Y  
In 2010, almost a third of Southerners - 30.8% - lived in poverty areas, 
defined as census tracts with poverty rates of 20% or greater. This 
number is more than 5% higher than the nationwide percentage and is 
the highest percentage of any region in the country. 
 
In North Carolina, 31.8% of residents lived in poverty areas in 2010, a 
17.9% increase since 2000. This ten-year increase was not only more 
than 10% higher than what occurred nationwide but also represented 
the largest increase of any of the fifty states. 
 
Income inequality is also increasing. In 2007, North Carolina’s top 1% 
took home 17% of the state’s total income. From 2009 to 2011, in the 
years following the recession, this top 1% experienced a 6.2% increase 
in income; over the same period the other 99% saw incomes fall 2.9%. 
 
There are wide variations in income by race and housing tenure; the 
adjacent diagram highlights these disparities across the Triangle region 
while underscoring the true depth and complexity of the issue.  
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There is a spatial component to each of these issues, exemplified by the band of poverty that  
stretches across the South and residential segregation by income that persists within the Triangle.  
Design has an important role to play in addressing these issues. 
Chapel 
Durham 
Raleigh 
M E D I A N  H O U S E H O L D  I N C O M E  
<$39,539 
 
$39,539 to $50,389 
 
$50,389 to $62,473 
 
$62,473 to $86,089 
 
>$86,089 
 
 
 
Sources: Sommeiller and Price (2014), Bishaw (2014),  
Social Explorer. 2013 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates. 
 
 
Median income for the combined Triangle MSAs = $58,795. (2013 inflation adjusted dollars.) 
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The building blocks are in place for designers in the Triangle to begin to explore broader scale,  
systemic solut ions to these issues and other pressing problems facing our region. 
 
A community design center that is carefully tailored to our local context has the potential to serve as the 
organizing and enabling force needed to effectively bring these important efforts together. 
“Wisdom From the Field: Public Interest Architecture 
in Practice” concludes with five recommendations for the 
future of public interest design: 
 
Embrace and support a transformed profession.  
Integrate public interest design into mainstream architectural practice. 
 
Communicate the profess ion’s public service values.  
Educate the public on the possibilities and impact of public interest 
design work. 
 
Faci li tate best public interest practices and strategies.   
Provide opportunities for practitioners to engage and share work. 
 
Expand existing & attract new funding sources.   
Focus efforts in order to generate a broad base of support. 
 
Educate students  & professionals  about public 
interest design. 
Support a broad range of educational efforts, including university 
courses, internship opportunities, continuing education offerings, and 
on-the job training. 
 
 
The Socia l  Impact Design Summit held at the Rockefeller 
Foundation Headquarters in February 2012 concluded with a 
similar set of recommendations: 
 
Bui ld a culture of  evaluation. 
Develop better tools to demonstrate the long-term impact of design 
initiatives in order to more effectively allocate resources. 
 
Emphasize storytel l ing. 
Communicate the value of social impact design and how design can 
play a significant role in creating social change. 
 
Expand networks. 
Foster relationships and pool knowledge in an effort to expand 
interdisciplinary research and participation in social impact design. 
 
Create alternative funding st rategies. 
Maintain funding throughout successive iterations of a project while 
exploring new ideas such as social capital venture models and design 
impact bonds. 
 
Form intel l igent coal it ions. 
Develop dedicated social impact design programs at universities and 
design schools and extend resources for learning to informal physical 
and digital environments. 
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A community design center with the mission to provide a strong framework  
for the local community design field represents a new model of practice, 
one with the potential to embrace these recommendations through  
focused efforts to engage, extend, and educate. 
 
The Triangle is uniquely positioned to embrace this new model, capitalizing on a rich network of design initiatives and 
building on its legacy as a center for innovation. In many ways, a local community design center represents the opportunity 
to not only enact meaningful change in the Triangle but to also continue to move the community design field 
toward i ts next evolution, one that embraces the integral role of design in addressing 21st century challenges. 
 
“Who looks at their community with imagination and wonder?  
. . . the community leader, the architect, and the student.  
 
Reticence and entrenched guardedness against change are forces to be reckoned 
with; but when community-minded people sense support growing 
toward an unprecedented aim, they al ly with those who dare to 
imagine a better place.”7 
                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                                                                            
 
Sources: Feldman et al. (2013), Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt (2013), Willoughby (2008). 
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C O L LA B O R A T O R  S U R V E Y  
 
This survey was developed using Qualtrics 
Survey Software. A link to the survey was 
distributed to 32 respondents via email on 
February 8, 2015. 
 
Four additional respondents were identified 
by early responses. These individuals - Ms. 
Hoffman, Ms. Rooks, Mr. Liles, and Ms. Paul 
- were sent survey links via email on 
February 13, 2015. 
 
Reminder emails were sent on February 18th 
and again on March 2nd. The survey closed 
on March 9, 2015. 
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C L IE N T  S U R V E Y  
 
This survey was developed using Qualtrics 
Survey Software. A link to the survey was 
distributed to 24 respondents via email on 
February 9, 2015. 
 
Reminder emails were sent on February 
18th and again on March 2nd. The survey 
closed on March 9, 2015. 
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APPENDIX C: CASE STUDIES 
 
Pratt Center for Community Development Pratt Institute, Brooklyn NY 
Long-standing center 
Model: University program 
 
The Design Center Pittsburgh PA 
Long-standing center 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
The Neighborhood Design Center Baltimore & Prince George’s County MD 
Long-standing center 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
East Tennessee Community Design Center Knoxville TN 
Long-standing center 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
The Community Development Group NC State University, Raleigh NC 
No longer operational 
Model: University program 
 
The Community Design Collaborative Philadelphia PA 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
buildingcommunityWORKSHOP Dallas, Brownsville & Houston TX 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
University of Arkansas Community Design Center The University of Arkansas, Fayetteville AR 
Model: University program 
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Tulane City Center Tulane University, New Orleans LA 
Model: University program 
 
Asheville Design Center Asheville NC 
North Carolina center 
Model: Independent non-profit 
 
Design Corps Raleigh NC 
North Carolina center 
Model: Independent non-profit 
